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CONFERENCE I. 


That Tranſubſtantiation abſolutely deſtroys the certainty 
of our Senſes,which 1 the Foundation of the ſtrongeſt 
Proofs of Chriſtianity, 


T*s-not many days ſince I came to Mr. N. . 
and found him in his Study, having his Eyes 
fix'd on a Book ; with the reading of which he 
ſeem'd to be ſo taken up, 'as made me think I 
ſhould do him wrong. to interrupt him. In- 
tending therefore to- withdraw, without: his 

ſeeing me; I could not do it without ſome ſmall di- 
fturbance, which made him turn his Head towards the: 
place where I was, and haſtily ariſe towards me: 

You ſhall not be gone, ſaid he, for I y_ your 
Company at another rate than thus to loſe it.. The 
loſs, re [ea I, would rather be mine ;. and I am afraid: 


leſt I ſhould deprive you. of the pleaſure of ſome 
| delightful; 
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delightful reading, as knowing, by experience, how 
ions it 18 wa difturb'd x. br 4 a ite: 

What you fay, anfwered he (after he had made me 
ſit down) is very true. Iam not a little pleas'd with 
reading good Books, and I doubt not, but this which 
lies þetoxe me is of that number. But you have where- 
with to make me amends for this Enterruption, for I 
doubt not, but before we part, you will increaſe the 
Pleaſure which this: reading afforded me ; and approvy- 
ing this Book, as I dare fay you will, you'l not a little 
confirm me un the good Opinion I have of it ; and 

_ me” read it hericeforward with greater carneſt- 
nels. 

Your eſteem of the Book, repli'd I, is enough to 
= my approbation., I am-not want to make Appeals 

rom your Judgment, having been always ſo pleas'd in 
following it,that "tis now. become a kindof Law, which 
E-never, violate. But perhaps I.never ſaw this Book. 

That cart be, an{wer'd he, this Book has been too 

famous for you not to {ce it, eſheetally' conſidering it's 
(a) P;Dan. ſome Years ſince *twas publiſh'd. Ina word, tis the 

Huctii wy Book. which the Ingenious Mr: Fer has writtentowaftt- 

alia,  bliſhthe Truth of Chriſtian Religion (4). 

j I do not repent, ſaid I; of my engagement toi 
prove: of it , for I.have read it with great delight, 
not to mention the Style, which is delicate, and want's 
noOrnameats ; I find-it repleniſh'd with judicious'Oh- 
ſervations, and: ſuch, as-lie out of the comtmoen; Road, 
full of great ſenſe aad plainneſs, Inſhort, *tisa:Work 
worthy its Author, who hold's a confiderable; Place 
amonglt Learned Men; 

have only one thing; to: ſay againſt: the;Book; and 
that with regret, becauſe: I know! you wil! not herein 

agree with.me. Let's hear it.-however, ſaid he; w—_ 
repli' 
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reph*d T, That this Book was made by ene of your | 
Party. If that be all. the fault, anſwer'd he,. I am much. 
miſtaken if Mr. Her-ever correds it. 

You may judg what you pleaſe of it, replied I; my 
Opinion is, - That this is a capital Fault, and ſpoil's the 
whole Work. For whereas this. would have: been. an: 
exceHent Piece, had' it. been, wrote by a' Proteſtant ;; 
coming from a Perſon of your Communion, , it loſes, 
all its Force and' ConviQtion, and overthrows. its: own: 
Arguments ; and. ſhould it fall into the. hands. of a. 
knowing Infidel; he could, with one. word: anſwer. 
it. 

This is very ſurprifing,, ſays Mr. N. and: you. muſt: 
be a very- great Bigot -in your. Religion.,, to offer 
ſuch a ftrange agd incredible Paradox. : ' Has your. Be-- 
lief the, priviledg of making. bad Arguments. good. 
Qnes ?. and is. ours-1ſ6 unhappy as to corrupt the. beſt: 
Things, and change-Demonitrations into Sophiſms, .as: 
oft as they paſs through our hands ? ; 

There may-be,. repli'd T, ſome Truth in what: you 
now ſay ; and .I give an Inſtance of this from one of 


your . Authors (5) ; who ſhews, That the greateſt-part (6) Zdwatim 
of Seneea's.Maxims are falſe and ridiculous : in the 9 © 719% 


Writings of That Philoſopher ; whereas they would be. 
very proper and excellent in the. Writings of .a Che;- 
ian. 

The ſame may I ſay of Mr, Hvet, and. the reſt of 
your Authors, who undertake this Subjeft. The. beſt 
Proofs become Paralogiſms in their Writings ; and *tis» 
by | pry over into ours,that city coffinia chats ſtrength. 
and due efficacy. | 


And this is one of the EfteQs which your Tranſybs 
ftantiation operates, deſtroying the moſt: convincing-, 
Arguments you-can offer the Infidels, and-givingthem: - 

An: 


_— 
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an infallible means to defend themſelves, and right to 
maintaihn, That .if theſe Proofs be good, Tranſcbhaw- 
tration is not' a part of the Chriſtian Religion; or if 
Tranſubſtantiation be a part of the Chriſtian Religion, 
theſe Proofs be'of no validity. 

It's certain, if they be Men - endued with ſenſe, 
they will lay hold of the firſt of theſe Propoſitions. 
Ini effe& it's apparent, That Mr. Huet's Proofs are 


valid, and good in themſelves; whereas *tis not cer- 


_ tain, ' That Tranſubſtantiation is one of the DoQtrines 


which Chriſtianity teaches, not to ſay that it ought 
to be taken for granted, that it is not one of them. 
It is ſo ſtrange and offenſive, and fo little agrees with 
the whole Body of reveal'd Truths ; either in genefal,or 
particular, that a Man needs only the uſe of his Senſes, 
tree from all prejudices, to perceive, That this comes 
not from the ſame Spring, and that the Author of Chri- 
ſtianity ts a very different Perſon from the Author of 
Tranſubſtantiation. 

Such Infidels then, that. are diſcerning Men, will 
ſeparate what's offered to them jointly. They will 
embrace Chriſtianity, and rejet Tranſubſtantiation : 
They will receive this Holy Religion, as' coming from 
the Spirit of God, and put from them your DoKtine as 
a humane Invention. 

However *tis not long of you, That they caſt not 
themſelves into the other aforementioned extremity : 
I mean, 'the perſuading themſelves that the Proofs of 
the Chriſtian Religion be invalid. Yet you are for 
perſuading them, not only That Tranſubſtantiation is 
one of the DoQArines which the Goſpel teaches, but 
morgover one of. its principal ones; one of the moſt 
efſential Points of Chriſtian Religion, and that which 
can be leaſt ſpared. And conſequently, if cheſe Inh- 


dels 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 


dels be ſimple enough to believe this, and after ſuch an 
Error have any reaſon left, they will only make uſe of 
it to perſwade themſclves, That that Religion which 
teaches ſuch an incredible DoQrine, could not have 
been revealed by the Spirit of Truth ; and that the 
Proofs which were made uſc of to eſtabliſh the Divs- 
nity Of it, are of no yalidity. 

I am fo ſtrongly poſſeſſed with the belief of Tran- 


[ahfentigtion, ({aid Mr. N.) That I believe no Ob- 


jections in the World are capable to make me doubt 
one minute of the truth of it. Yet I muſt acknow- 
ledg, *rwould be a terrible Temptation to me, could 
you convince me of what you fay. It does ſo highly 
concern us, That the Proofs of Chriſtianity be valid, 
That there are few Things but what ought to be facri- 
fic'd to ſo great an Intereſt; and I know no greater 
rejudice againſt a DoEtrine, than to ſhey that it Wea- 
ens theſe Proofs, and gives advantage to ſuch dange- 
rous Adverſaries, as thoſe are, againſt whom we uſe 
them. And therefore I muſt ingenuouſly confeſs to 
you, That you cannot touch me in a more tender 
place. But I muſt affirmat the ſame time, you have 
undertaken what you will never be able to proye : 
That Tranſubſtantiation overthrows the Arguments 
of. Mr. Huet, even thoſe which ſeem moſt Nikely to 
convert Unbelievers. ; 

I do not doubt, replied I, but to make it plain to 
you ; and I am willing you ſhould make no account of 
my Arguments, if you your ſelf do not find they car- 
ry along with them the cleareſt Evidence, . But if 
you pleaſe, let me hear firſt, which are the Arguments 
Mr. Het has made uſe of, for thoſe are they which be 
1n queſtion between us. | 
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The Proofs, ſaid he, are certain undeniable hiſtori- 


cal Matters of Fa&t ; and which are moreover of ſuch 
a nature, That they cannot be true, if Chriſtian Re- 


| ligion be not of God ; and the Matters of Fatt be theſe, 


That long before our .Saviour's Time, the Jews had 
certain Books which they eſteem'd Sacred, and which 
they believed were written by Men inſpired of God, 
That theſe Books have come down to us without alte- 
ration ; and that we have them, ſuch as they were be- 
fore. our Lord's Incarnation. That they contain di- 
vers Prophecies, which promiſe a Deliverer to the 
Jewiſh Nation ; whom they mention under the name 
of Myſias, diſtinatly denoting his Birth, his ACions, 
his Death, and Refirieltion; and 1n general, the moſt 
remarkable Paſſages of his Life. .'That under the 
Empire of Tiberius, there appeared in Fudes a Man 


' Called Jeſws, who ſaid he was this Meſias. That there 


was ſeen in his Perſon whatever the Writings of the 
Prophets had foretold ſhould be obſervable in the Me/- 


frazs. That he moreover wrought ſeveral Miracles to 


prove his Miffion, That having Seen crucified by the 
Jews, he, after three days, roſe again, and was carried 
up into Heaven, To which we may add, that after 
his Aſcenſion, his Apoſtles proclaimed his Reſurretion 
throughout all the World, and confirmed it by various 
and infinite Miracles. That this Teſtimony which 
they gave, drew on them a thouſand cruel Perſecu- 
tions; and engaged them into the neceſſity of under- 
going Poverty, Contempt, Impriſonments, and the 
moſt cruel Puniſhments the World could inflict on 
them ; yet all this was not able to make them alter 
their courſe, That their Preaching perſwaded an in- 
finite number of People, of all Nations, and eſpecially 


great numbers of the Jews. That the Church, _— 
| -they 
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they founded by this means, ſuffered an uninterrupted 
Perſecution, for the ſpace of 3oo Years ; and yet daily 
encreaſed, and ſpread it ſelf over the whole World. 

"Tis true, that Mr. Huet has not inſiſted on the laſt 
of theſe FaQts ; but beſides, that they be of-the ſame 

*Order as the preceding 3 T believe *tis fit they ſhould be 
-added, as being of great uſe for the eſtabliſhing of the 
Truth of Co Religios. ' In a word, if both one 
and the other be true, 'tis not poſſible but-the Chriſtian 
Faith muſt come from God ;. and he that denies ſo ne- 

ceſſary a Conſequence may deny the cleareſt Truths 
which have hap'ned in the World. 

Theſe FaQts being true, the Birth of "Jeſus Chriſt, 
his Actions, his Death, his Reſarreftion, his Hm 
and in general, all the particulars of his Life have 
been foretold, ſeveral Ages before they have happened; 
and what is moſt conſiderable, they have been toretold, 
not by one or two particular Perſons, but by a long 
Train, as I may fay, of Prophets, who have ſucceeded 
one another in ſeveral Ages, and who ſeem to have 
been chiefly rais'd up for this purpoſe : by Prophets, I 
ſay, in whom were tobe ſeen all the Marks, which de- 
note Perſons inſpired of God. | | | 

If theſe Matters of Fatt be true, our Saviour himſelf 
has juſtified his Miſſion by a great nnmber of Miracles, 
all infinitely above the force of Nature, and circum- 
ſtanced in the likelieſtMmanner in the World, to per- 
ſuade us they were the immediate EfteQts of an At- 
mithty Power. To 

If theſe things be true, the Eternal God has raifed 
up his Son from the Grave, took him up into Heaven ; 
and thereby declared, in an unqueſtionable manner, 
That he owned him, not only for his'great Prophet, but 


for his only Son ; it not being to be ſuppoſed, he _ 
B 2 0) 
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do all theſe things in favour of one that had falfly 
uſurp'd that Title. | 

It theſe FaQts be true, Chriſtianity has eſtabliſh'd it 
ſelf in the World, in a manner wholly Divine ; and 
which ſhews, with the greateſt evidence, That Heaven 
has concern'd it {elf in it ; the Powers thereof alone bes 
ingable to triumph over the Reliſtances and Oppoſiti- 
ons of the Earth. So that I donot comprehend how a 
Man can acknowledg all theſe things, and deny Chri- 
ſtian Religion to be of God. 

You are inthe right, repli'd I, but the difficulty, if 
there be any, conliſts in bliſhing the Truth of theſe 
things; How will you prove them ? For you know the 
Infidels are not agreed in them. The Infidels, {aid he, 
do not deny all of them. They acknowledg ſeveral of 
them,and which conſequently there's no need of juſtify- 
ing. As to the reſt, in which they will not agree with 
us, it's no hard matter to eſtabliſh the Truth of them. - 

But what Proofs, ſaid I, nvaſt one uſe for this > Such 
as are wont to be offered to prove theſe kind of 
things, anſwered he. I know, all ſorts of Proofs, are 
not proper toeſtabliſh all kind of Traths... Abſtrated 
Verities, ſuch as are thoſe. which Metaphyſicks teach us, 
are not proved by the Senſes, nor by Authority, but by 
Demonſtrations, Whereas on thecontrary, Matters of 
FaQ do not ſhew themſelves, at leaſt in this manner ; 
but if they be preſent, we mggge People ſee or touch 


them,whom we would convince of the truth of them ; 


and if they are paſt, and at a diſtance, we uſe the 'Fe- 
ftimony of thoke who have ſeen them, or certainly 
known them. 

Thus the Truths, which ſerve for a Foundation to 
the Proofs of the Chriſtian Religion,conſilting in Fas, 
and thoſe paſt and ancient enough ; you plainly 1ce 

hence, 


- 
lg 


* 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 13 


hence, we muſt not expeCt.to eſtabliſh them by Meta- 
hyſical or Mathematical Demonftrations, nor by the 

Depofitions of Senſe. We muſt content our ſelves with 
the Teſtimony of thoſe, who have ſeen them with their 
own Eyes, and who could not be deceived themſelves, 
nor have any deſign of deceiving others. _ 

Is this ſufficiznt ? repli'd I. A bare Teſtimony of 
Men ; can it produce any thing elſe than a Humane 
Faith ? And is Humane Faith a ſufficient Foundation 
for Divine Faith ? Is not Humane Faith a kind of Opi- 
nion ? and can an Opinion uphold what the Scripture . 
calls (e) the Subſtance of things hoped for, and a demon- C) Heb-xil 
ftration of ſuch as are not ſeen. | 

I am ſurpriz'd, faid he, that ſo ſmall a thing ſhould 
ſtop you. When we conſider, in the Teſtimony recei- 
ved, only the bare Authority of him that ſpeaketh ; 
when we attend to that alone, and the Faith which- is 
grounded thereon, has no other Foundation, *than the 
eſteem we have for the Probity and Sincerity of the 
Witneſs ; I muſt acknowledg to you, there's no more 
in all this but an Humane Faith, Opinion, and Probabi- 
lity : and I muſt moreover acknowledg, that this i$ not 
a ſufficient Foundation for Dyjvize Faith. But it oft 
happens, That beſides this Perſyafion which we have 
of the Probity and Sincerity of the Witneſs, or from 
other Reaſons which we have to believe his Veracity ; 
even theſe Reaſons may be ſo ſtrong, as to drive away 
all .Doubts, and inſpire us with an entire certainty. 
For Example, You antlI have never been at Rome, we 
cannot know there's a City bears that Name, but from 
the Teſtimony. of thoſe that have ſeen it. Yet this 
Teſtimony is fo circumſtanc'd, that a Man muſt be a 
Fool, or believe others are {uch,'to.reje it. In effect, 
there are ſo many People which aſſure us of it ; thoſe - 

| that - 
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that affirm it, have ſo little intereſt to deceive us; we 
ſee ſo many things happen, which ſhew that all the 
World is perſuaded of it, That there are few 'Truths 
we leſs doubt of than this. And this is that we call 
Moral Certitude, which excludes all Doubt, and which 
according to Mr. Het, is no leſs than that of Metaphy- 
ſical, or Mathematical Demonſtrations. 

And this comes very near what one may ſay of the 
Teſtimony of thoſe who witneſs the Matters of Fatt 
above mentioned. 'This Teſtimony was not given by 
one or two Perſons, but by ſeveral, at divers times, and 
in different places. All theſe Witneſſes may have been 
perfeQly inſ{trutedin the Fats which they atteſt,ſeeing 
they might have ſeen them with their own Eyes. They 
had no worldly Intereſt in ſaying what they did : It was, 
on the contrary, much their intereſt to-conceal or deny 
it. A thouſand ſuch-like Circumſtances do ſhew, that 
they fpake what they thought ; all which added toge- 
ther, will not permit a Man to doubt of the truth of 
their Teſtimony. So that we have ſomething more 
than a bare Opinion, for we have a perfe& Certitude. 

By what, I can perceive, faidT, you are not of the 
Humour of a great number of your Divines, who ſeem 
to delight themſelves in extenuating the force and 


(1) Durand.in Clearneſs of theſe Proofs. You know there are ſome (4) 
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who affirm, they are only probable. Others aſſure us (e), 
That their Evidence is not {8 great, but that there are 
other things which have as full convition, and yet are 
falſe. Some ſay they be obſcure Reaſons, and which 
do not convince the Mind, that they conſtrain not an 
aſſent; and therefore the Will muſt determine the 
Mind, which theſe Arguments leave at full liberty, 

I do not only, ſaid he to me, not approve all this, but 
I do not think *tis ſufferable. You are in the right, ſaid 
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concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 


Land am glad to find you of this Opinion: Not but that 
what your Divines aftirm, gives me great advantage 
apainſt your Proofs, But beſides, that I can acquit my 
ſelf without them; T am far from preferring ſo ſmall 
an Intereſt, to that of the Glory of Chriſtianity ; which 
partly conſiſts in the force and validity of the Argus 
guments, which eſtabliſh the Divinity of it, 

Let us then eſteem theſe Reaſons more than proba- 
ble; and as having that degree of evidence which be- 
gets a moral Certainty, excluding all doubtfulneſs ; and 
which perſwadeth not only, that the Matter is as we 
believe it, but moreover that it cannot be otherwiſe ; 
and that 'tis morally impoſſible it ſhonld not be. This 
being ſuppoſed, do you believe theſe Proofs. have the 


higheſt degree of this Evidence ? 


- T in effet ſuppoſe, That the moral Evidence conſiſts 
not in an indiviſible Point, It receives ſeveral degrees, 
yea infinite ones ; It ariſes from the concourſe of Cir. 
cumftances which give weight to the Teſtimony, on 
which it is grounded : and as theſe Circumſtances may 
be compaQted, and diverſified into a thouſand different 
ſhapes ; there may be in them a thouſand different 


_ degrees'of this Evidence. So that though it be moral- 


ly evident, there be two Citiesin Traly,one of which is 
called Rome,and the other /;terbe; yet we are more cer 
tain of the exiſtence of the firſt, than of that of the ſe. 
cond, becauſe we bave more Relations of the one than 
of the other. It's morally evident, that Alexander, 
Ceſar, and Henry IV have been, than that-the fiyſt 
conquer'd Darius, and the ſecond the Gauls, and that 
the third diſſipated the League. Yet we are more cer- 
tain of the latter of theſe Facts, than of the ſecond ; 
and of the ſecond, more than of the firſt. Believe then, 
that the Facts, whence are drawn the Preofs of Chri- 
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ſtianity, are as evident, as that there is a City calle 
Rome. 

Firſt of all, ſaid he to me, I think we are not ob- 
liged to make the ſame judtment of all theſe FaQs, 
ſome of them. being more eyident than others ; and 
conſequently oge cannot ſay of all of them, without 
exception, that they are as unqueſtionable as the Exi- 
ſtence of Rome; but yet, I think, we may ſay it of 
{ome of them. 

Suppoling, faid I, one might ſay it of all of them. 
You willat leaſt grant, that is as much as can be faid 
of them ; and that it is more evident, that whatever 
you have offered is true, than jt is, That there's in Ita- 
ly a City known under the name of Rome. | 

This is, ſaid he, a thing which T am far from des: 
nying, and which no Body ever did or will deny. 
There is even one of our Divines who has ſaid the ſame. 
in ſo many words (g); and I am perſwaded, that all 
the reſt would have ſaid the ſame had they the occa- 
—_ 

Let me, faid I, offer you another Queſtion, and 
then. I will conclude. Do you think that the higheſt 
degree of moral Evidence, 1s higher than the higheſt 
degree of the Evidence of Senſe ? Do you believe, for 
Example, that 'tis more evident to you and T, that 
there's a City called Rome, than 'tis at preſent evident 
to us that it's day ? 

I am far from thinking ſo, repli'd he : The moral 
Evidence - is grounded on the certainty of Senſe ; and, 
if our Senſes may deceive us, the moral Evidence is a 
mere Chimera. How, for Example, can I know there. 
is ſuch a Town called Rome, if thoſe who have. ſeen 
+ and on whoſe Word I rely, may be deceived them- 

elves ! 
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It muſt then be granted, That the moral Evidence 
is never greater than that of Senſe. Iadd, *cis far leſs ; 
the Reaſon is, That if we will build on the Depoſition 
of a Witneſs,, we ſhould rot only be ſure he knows 
what he ſays ; we ſhould alſo know, that he fays 
what | he thinks, and diſguiſes not his Sentiments. 


Seeing then we are never {o ſure of ' what others think, 
as of what we think our ſelves ; ſo we are never fo 
certain that others have ſeen what they affirm, as we 


are certain we {ee what we behold. 


| It's then plain, That I am more aſſured of what I 


do not know, but by the relation of my Senſes, than of 
that which has the higheſt degree of moral Evidence. 
But this is not all, for, I ſay, but one half of what 
may be alledg'd. The Example which you have made 
uſe of, gives me occaſion to add ſomething ftronger. 
You ask me, if it be more evident there's a City called 
Rome, than *tis evident that it's now Day. You do 
not conſider, 'ThatI 'do not only know, by my own 
Senſes, it is Day, but by thole of others. For were I, 
in fine, blind, yet I might know this with certainty, 
I need only to be led ito the Exchange, to Church, to 
Dinner, &, for: this purpoſe. And therefore I take it 
far granted, "That the blind Men about our Streets, ate 
as certain 'tis Day, as that there is ſuch a place as Rome. 

I believe then, That the Evidence which ariſes from 
the relations of Senſe, conſidered alone, is not greater 
than the moral Evidence, being 1mpoffible to be leſs, 
as I now proved ; I aftirm,- That in this Suppoſition, to 
demand whether *tis more evident it is Day, than whe- 


ther there be ſuch a City as Rome, is juſt as if you © 


ſhould ask, whether two be more than one. "The Exi- 
a Y EE 
ſtence of Rowe, as to us, has but one only Evidence, 


and that a moral one: Whereas, it i 9p Day, has two, - 
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the Moral Evidence, and the Evidence of Senſe : Each 
of theſe two is at leaſt equal to that of the Exiſtence 
of Rome. It is at leaſt then as much again evident it 
is Day, as that there'sa City called Rome.. 

Yet.is it true, faid I, it's | more evident the Eucha- 
riſt is Bread: and Wine, than thatit is Day : Oaly the: 
Senſes of thoſe who live, and are: awake at preſent, 
atteſt the.latter-; whereas the:Senſes .of all Men, who. 
live, or have lived; ſince- the planting of the Goſpel, 
have aiirm'd the former. Allbur Senſes do not atreft- 
it's.now, Day, only. our: Sight tells us fo, whereas all 
our Senſes tell us, ' That: the Exchariſt is Bread and 
Wine: In effe, take a conſecrated Hoſt, take conſe- 
{ecrated Wine; Ask your Eyes what they are ? Ask 
your. Noſe, your -Palat, and your Hands; Ask them 
ten thouſand times the ſame Queſtion ; they will ever 
anſwer you, what they have always. anſwer'd thoſe 
who have conſalted;them. on this-Matter. "They will 
tell you, *cis. Bread and Wine ; Ina: word, the Senſes 
never atteſted any thing in a more clear, expreſſive, 
and authentic manner, than what they depoſe-on the 
Subje&t of the Euchariſt, And if they decerve-us heres 
in; they are not to be; believed -in any thing whatever. 

Grant. we then-the Proofs of Chriſtianiry.do uſe the 
higheſt degree of ' Moral Evidence, ſeeing the 'Teſti- 
mony of our Senſes circumſtanc'd in the.manner as that. 
is, which ſhew's us the Euchariſt tobe Breadand Wine, 
hath:at. leaſt twice as much evidence as that which has 
the higheft degree of- moral Evidence; it's. beyond all: 
queſtion that this Teſtimony is twice again as evident 
as the Proofs of Chriſtianity. | 

This is clear, and Idoe not believe, you either will, 
or. can deny it. . Here then are three grand Concluſi- 
ens, which I draw from this Principle, 


The 


- 


T UW 


% &f 


8, 4G. 490 «a a5. 


& CW" Wy" gp. Y WF EY _ 8. ,o_ cw FT WW WW. © 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 


The firſt, That if Tranſubſtantiation were one of 
the Dorins of Chriffianity, as you pretend, Chriſtian 
Religion would be oppoſed with greater ſtrength than 
Mr. Hyuet could bring forth to maintain it. In effe&, 
did Tranſubſtantiation make a part of Chriſtian Religi- 
on, one might oppoſe againſt it, whatever is offered 
againſt Traxſubſtantiation. 

FT have now ſhew'd you, one may oppoſe againſt 


Tranſubſtantiation, all the evidence of Senſe. One | 


might offer all this ſame Evidence againſt Chriſtianity, 
were it true that Chri/tianity comprehended .7ranſub- 
ſtantiation. | 

This is that which oppoſes Chriſtianity in your Prin- 
ciples. Let's ſee now, what Mr. Hyet do's to main- 
tain it, He brings Arguments, which, as we have al- 
ready obſery'd are only 'grounded on moral Evidence, 


which is never half ſo great as that of ſenſe. Tf then 


two be more than one; it's clear, That granting 


- 'Tranſubſtantiation to be one of the Chriſtian Do- 
Arins,Chriſtianity isattack'd with greater trength than 


Mr. Huet can defend it with. It is clear, according 
to this Suppofition, an Tofidel will more ftrongly prove, 
That Chriſtian Religion is falſe, than Mr. Hue can 
prove tt 1s true. 

All which-would never be, were Tranſubſtantiation 
put out of the number of ChriftianDoArins. By which 
means, the Proofs of this*Holy Religion would conſerve 
all theirſtrength ; and the Infidels would have nothin 
that's rational to oppoſe againſt them. Theſe Proots 


are moſt ſolid m themſelevs, and capable of convincing 


every reaſonable Body, who ſearches the Truth, and is 
diſpoſe to follow it through all parts where he finds 


it. There's nothing but TranſubRantiation, which | 


weakens them. 
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Granting Tranſubſtantiation, theſe Proofs will be of 
no validity: Take away this Do&rine, our Proofs 
ſubſiſt, and have their effet.. It do's not belong then 
to your Doors wha hold Tranſubſtantiation, to. defend 
Chriſtianity. "The beſt Arguments will never be-good 
ones. in their Mouths. Only we can propoſe them 
without weakning them. So that I told you nothing 
but what you find true, whenT affirmed a while ago, 
That: Mr. Huet's Book, which would be an excellent 
Work, were it writ by a Proteſtant, is without con- 
viction, coming from a Man of your Party. 

And" this 1s, Sir, my firſt Concluſiop. 

The ſecond follows, which is, That whereas an In- 
fidel, to whom was offered Mr. Hyet's Argumeats, 
without any mention of "Lranſubſtantiation, or who 
ſhould ſuppoſe that Chriſtianity do's not oblige us to 
believe it, would be irrational, ſhould he not embrace a 
Religion ſo well grounded ; ſo in like manner he would 
fall in to.as great a fault, and a& as much againſt Rea- 
ſon ; if ſuppoſing the contrary, and letting himſelf be 

{waded,one cannot be a Chriſtian without believing 
Tranſubſtantiation, he ſhould receive. both, Tranſub- 
ftantiation and Chriſtian Religion. Eb 

What Thave now been ſaying to you, does neceſſari- 


ly draw along with it this Conſequence. But to re- 


mark more clearly. the neceſlity of it, be. pleaſed to 


obſerve,. That what makes an-Infidel a Chriſtian, are 


the Reaſons which perſwade him, That the Chriſtian 
Religion was revealed by God. In effe&t, that which 
induces us to believe Things,. are the Reaſons,. good or 
bad, which ſeem to us to uphold the Opinion which 
we.embrace, So that ſhould one Perſuade ones {elf of 
any thing without Ground or Reaſon, that. Man will 
aft: fooliſhly and ſottiſhly, though the. thing. 5 ſelf 
ould . 
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ſhould be true. So the.Infidel, who ſhall make him- 


ſelf a Chriſtian without Reaſon, would apparently of- 
fend againſt good Sexſe. And this is the general No- 
tion of your Divines, which I need not alledg to you ; 
for having read them, you muſt needs remember 
them. 

A Man then never believes without Reaſon, if he 
believes wiſely and judiciouſly : But it ſeldom hapning, 
that the Reaſons are all: on one ſide, there being com- 
monly ſome for, and ſome againſt ; you will not deny, 
but every time. when this happens, it's the duty of 
a wiſe Man, and of ſuch a one who will not be mi{- 
taken, to take the Ballance, if I may ſo: ſpeak, and 
exaAly weigh theſe Reaſons, to give the preference to 
thoſe which appear to him of .greateſt weight. 


T donot know whether any Body uſes to do otherwiſe. 
One may, I confeſs, prefer Reaſons, which in truth 


and reality, are of leſs force than the contrary ones. | 
But this is, when a Man decetves himſelf, by taking Keno ermg age 
the weakeſt Arguments for the. ſtrongeſt. For, in fine, non tenecur 


Tam perſuaded, That a Man convinced of the weak- homo credere 


neſs of a Reaſon, will never after value that as he do's —_—_— 


another, which appears ſtronger to him ; 'ſeeing to equalicer cre- 


yield to a Reaſon, is to judg it ſtronger than that which © _ 
oy oles it. Art.1. Concl.3, 

gs ; Non dt pru- 
dentis hominis alteram partem aſſentire prz altera, fi pari vel fere pari momento rationes . 
utrinque urgeant. Cenſeo ad hxc neq; fieri omnino poſſe,” ut cam partem quis approber al - 
ſenſu ſuo in quam mhil inclinat majoris ponderis, quam .in adverſam. Rationis utrinq; pares 
rationes ſunt nullz. Multo minus fieri porteſt ut alteram partem quis approber, fi in alteram 
inclinec pondus majus. Eſt. Diluczd. Communis dotrinz Theol. n. 22, &23. 


It's the ſame: with 'Reafons.or Arguments, as *ris 
with Weights. put two Weights in a pair of Scales, 
and if they.be equal, the Scales ſhall ftand- at an equal 
ballance ; if they be unequal, the Scale. will — 

ately, 
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ately incline downwards, wherein is the greateſt 
weight. In-the ſame manner offer a rational Man Ar- 
guments, which maintain an Opinion, and others 
which oppoſe it. If after all things well conſidered, he 
finds theſe Opinions of equal force, he will encline to 
neither ſide. But for the ſmalleit advantage, which 
thoſe "of one ſide -have over thoſe of the other, the 
Mind determines it ſelf for the ſtrongeſt ; Or at leaſt, 
it do's not determine it ſelf for the weakeſt ; and it 
is every whit as impoſſible it ſhould do it, as tis im- 
poſſible a leſſer Weight ſhould weigh down a grea- 
'tET. 

But whether this be ſo, or not, you will at -leaſt al- 
low me this, That it ought not to be, and that *tis 
contrary to good ſenſe to determine ones ſelf in favour 
of an Opinion, which we ſee grounded on Reaſons leſs 
ſtrong than thoſe which opp e it. And this is what 

de fide Dilp. 5+ - nowledg (h) ; and in effet, were 

$c8.7.n.42. 1t otherwiſe, one might innocently leave a good Reli- 

10n, and take up a bad one ; although we ſaw the Re- 

foion we leave more firmly grounded than that we take 

| up. But this being ridiculous,it muſt be acknowledged, 

| that good Senſe will not let a Man embrace an Opinion 

| __ he ſees is more ſtrongly oppoſed than main- 
Wil | tained. 

1 This being granted, Sir, Let's ſuppoſe an Infidel, to 


lll ; whom is offered Mr. Huet's Arguments ; if he be 


it! | wiſe, he will-not yield ro them, till he has ſeen whe- 
i ' ther there beany thing which oppoſes theſe Arguments 
l which counterballances them, or difſipates them. Ima- 
ql gine we afterwards the Chriſtian DoQrine to be pro- 
h poled to him, diſcharged of Tranſubſtantiation. *Tis 
clear, he will find nothing which thall counterpoiſe 
theſe Reaſons. So that thele Reaſons being good, and 
: nothing 
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nothing being able to diminiſh the ſolidity.of them, if 


he be wife hew1ill-embrace them. 

\ Letus on the contrary imagine, that by an Illuſion, 
'of which we have ſeen a thouſand Examples, he is 
made believe, That | Tranſubſtantiation is inſeparable 
from Chriftianity. What will he do? If he be Goh 
he will take the Ballance, and” weigh on one hai 
Mr. Huet's Arguments, and on the other, thoſe which 
combat Tranſubſtantiation, and conſequently Chriftia- 
nity, in the ſt _ he is in that they are inſepara- 
ble. If he kok s the Ballance even, he will find, That 


the Reaſons which oppor Tranſubſtantiation, weigh. 
; more than thoſe whi 

; find thatthe firſt weigh two, and the ſecond but one.. 
' Ineffe&,the weight of Reaſons 1s their Evidence. The 


_ favour Chriſtianity ; He will 


Reaſons 'which'oppoſe Tranſubſtantiation,, have all the: 
evidence of Senſe ; thoſe of Mt. Fiver have only amo- 


: ral Evidence, which at moſt have but-half of- that of 
* Senſe.” The firſt then weigh as much again as the: ſe- 
' cond. This being ſo, how can you expeft the Infidel 
' ſhould give the preference to the ſecond oyer the firſts 


and whom will you perſwade, that if he does doit, he. 
will act regularly. 59 
Do you know- what right Reaſon wall ſuggeſt to- 


' him? That Tranſubſtantiation is not one of the Do-- 


&rines which Chriftianity teaches, He will fay. it is. 
impoſſible Mr. Huer's Reafons ſhould be valid, if Chri- 
ſtianity comprehends Tranſubſtantiation ; and it muſt. 
neceſſarily be, either that this. Do&trine has been added: 
tothe ChriſtianReligion,contrary to the intention of its: 
Founder, or that theſe Reaſons be falſe, - Yet it's. ap-- 
parent theſe Reaſons are not falfe, ſeeing they are, evi- 
dent ; and that the more they are conlidered, the grea-- 
ter impreſſion they make. We-muſt then believe, , 
that- 
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that Tranſubſtantiation which would deſtroy them, 
ſhould it take place, is not one of the Chriſtian Do- 
Ctrines. | 

He will confirm himſelf in this Opinion, by this 
Conſideration, That the Author of Chriſtianity, who- 
ever he was, having form'd his Religion, with a de- 
ſign to make it be embraced by all Men ; and being 
able to make it very fit to be uniyerſally received, by 
not burdening it with oor ag 12: agg it 1s not to 
be ſuppoſed he introduced this rine, which is 1:kely 
only to. make it be rejected by judicious Men. 

This will mere eſpecially appear to him inconceiv- 

able in reſpe& of God, whom he will acknowledg for 
the true Author of this Holy Religion, if he well com- 
-prehends the force of Mr. Huet's Reaſons. So good 
and wiſe a God, could not on one hand require Men 
fthould embrace the Revelation he offered them; and 
on the other, lay an invincible oppoſition between this 
Revelation, and the pureſt notices of Reaſon, which 
he himſelf had given them to be their Rule in all 
Caſes. He could not on one hand oblige them to be 
kat under pain of eternal damnation ; and on 
he other, ſo order things that they could not be ſuch, 
without vnning all the Maxims of good Sexſe, and all 
the Rules of Prudence, _ 
And this is, Sir, what the Infidel will ſay if he be a 
rational Perſon. But if he has not underſtanding 
enough to perceive all this, yet at leaſt he will ſee, That 
right Reaſon will not let him embrace the Chriſtian 
Religion, ſuch as it is offered him, 


' T add, in the Third place, That not only he ought 
not to embrace it, but that it is impoſſible he ſhould, 
Which 1s eaſy to be proved from rhe principles of your 
Own 
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that the Reaſons which induce him to embrace it, are 


oppoſed by other Reaſons, ſtronger and clearer ? I de- 


mand of you, if in caſe this can be, Whether ſuch a 


Judgment would not be apparently falſe? For how in 


effect, can one ſay a thing is worthy to be believed, 
when one has more reaſon to rhink it falſe than to be- 
lieve it's true ? Do we call ſuch a thing credible? Ist 
not rather incredible ? 

I might drive on theſe Conſequences father ; I could 
ſhew you that Tranſubſtantiation hath other Conſe- 
quences, which are no leſs vexatious ; But this not ap- 
pearing neceſſary, I ſhall content my ſelf at this time, 
with asking you, Whether theſe three Conſequences, 
which I have taken from your Belief, are not very ter- 
rible ? and whether it be not better to renounce the 
Dofrine which draws them oafter it, than to admit 
them? Yet they be neceſſary, and you muſt receive 
them, unlefs you'l deny ſome of the Propoſitions which 
you have granted me., _, 
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Neither will this much help you, becauſe that in ef- 
fe& whatever you have granted me is moft certain, and 
whei you would havethis brought into queſtion,Vle not 
fear the making you grant it again, there being nothing 
in all this but what 15 highly evident. 

What you now faid to meat length, anſwer'd Mr.N. 
is plauſible enough, and T muſt confeſs I did not believe 
your Cauſe could be pleaded ſo ſtron y And yet Iam 
perſwaded, that this is not ſolid, and I hope to anſwer 
all you have ſaid, when I have thought more of it. 
Pray let me ſteep upon it, and Te give you an account 
to morrow morning of what has come into my mind. 

I was far from denying ſo reaſonable a requeſt ; I on- 
ty told him before I went away, That if this Proof ap- 

rd to him ſtronger, than thoſe we are wont to uſe 
in this matter, this only aroſe from a certain A4r of 
Novelty,which might be in the manner of propofing it ; 
and that in the main, the common. Proofs are no leſs 
convincing than thoſe ; and if they did not appear ſo, 
this only proceeded from our being infenſibly accu- 
ſtomed to believe them falſe, there having been a thou- 
ſand things invented to elude the force of them. 

It being long ſince, ſaid I, that they have been op- 
poſed againſt you ; your DoQors therefore have left no 
Stone unturn'd to leffen the value of them. To this 
end they have forg'd a thouſand DiſtinCtions, ſought a 
thouſand Subterfuges, and have wanted no Artifice nar 
Colour to make them paſs in the World. And there- 
fore when we offer them againft you, we find you al- 
ways ready to flight them. It would have been the 
fame with what I juſt now offer'd you, had you fore- 
ſeen the courſe of my Objections ; and you would have 
taken care not to ſay ſeveral — with which your 
Books are full, and which ſhould be henceforward left 
. Our, 
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congerning Tranſubſtantiation. 


out, unleſs you are minded to ſhew the World how 
you condemn your owa Principles. 

T hereupon took my kave of him, and withdrew ; 
praying God, from the bottom of my Heart, to bleſs 
my Endeavours ; and ſo to proſper this Seed which was 
ſown, (as it were unawares) that it might one day 
bring forth Fruit to his Glory. 
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The Second Proof, That Tranſubſtantiation diſcrediting 
the Teſtimony of our Senſes, does abſolutely overthrow 
the principal Reaſons which confirm the Truth of 


(Chriſtian Religion. 


"HEN I parted from Mr. N. there was no 
mention made of the Place where we were 
to meet ; which made me believe (knowing 

his obliging temper) he would come the next day to 
me. But being unwilling he ſhould give himſelf that 
trouble, I was reſolved to prevent him, by being with 
him firſt. He told me he was troubled he could not 
be as diligent as I was; for immediately after I had 
lefr him, a Buſineſs came upon him of great Impor- 


tance, which had employed his Thoughts to that very 


time; but having ended that Aﬀair, he hoped he 


ſhould now have an opportunity of acquitting himſelf 


of the Engagement he was in. 
D 2 Will 
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Will you, faid I tohim, tet me impart to you ano- 
ther Thought, which has great contormity with that, 
which was the Subje& of our Yeſterday's Diſcourſe. 
By which means you may examine both theſe Argu- 
ments at a time ; and perhaps the one will hinder you 
from ſtopping at things, which will appear to you pro- 
per to get rid of the other. 

I am of your mind, faid he, but I defire you would 
propoſe this ſecond Proof all at once. For, in fine, 
there's oft more artifice, than ſincerity, in diſcovering 
what one has to ſay by pieces. He that anſwers, and 
knows not where his Adverſary will lead. him, takes 
many times fruitleſs Precautions, and ſometimes neg- 
les neceſſary Ones. He lets pals certain things which 
ftrike deepeſt, and amuſes himſelf with others, which 
are of no effe&t. And therefore I think it' beſt, Fhat 
the Reſpondent ſhould fee at once the Difficulty pro- 

ſed ro him, and know at firſt what he is to take care 
of ; and therefore, I pray you, henceforward, to deal 
in this manner with me. 

What you ſay would. be neceſſary, repli'd I, had 
you an Adverſary who. fought only to ſurprize, and 
who'more regarded ViQtory than Truth, But, Imuſt 
rell you plainly, this Artifice appears ſo inconfiderable, 
and unworthy of an honeſt Man, eſpecially of a Chri- 
ſian, thatT cannot but be troubled at your ſuſpicion. 
Pray therefore believe, this is not my intention; for if 
I have followed, in our preceding Diſcourſe, ſuch a 
method as you do not like, 'twas becauſe I thought 
it the fitteſt ro lead thoſe inſenſibly to the Truth, 
who are fartheſt from it. You know, the greateſt 
Men among the Ancients have been of this Sentiment ; 
and that it was perticularly the Method of Socrates, 
and his famous Diſciple Plato. Yet ſeeing you will 


i, have 
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and Wine. 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 


have me take another courſe, I ſhall reduce my ſecond 
Argument to three Propolitions ; all three being ſo 
evidently certain, that I cannot ſee how they can be 


overthrown. 


The firſt is ; That if Tranſub/tantiation takes place, 


our Senſes are deceived in taking for Bread and Wine 


what 1s not ſo. 

The ſecond is; 'That if our Senſes may be miſtaken 
in the Exchariſt, they may be as well miſtaken in eve- 
ry thing elſe; ſo that their Depoſitions have nothing 
certain. | £.- 

The third is ; That if our Senſes may be miſtaken 
in the diſcovery of their ObjeQs, be they what they 
will, The Proofs of Chriſtian Religion are of no va- 
lue. | 


The better to comprehend the Force of this Argu- 
ment, I believe *twill not be amiſs to paſs over it again, 
and carefully to examine its Propoſitions.. 

The firſt appears to me very evident ; for'I haye al- 
ways taken Error to be the perſuading of a Man's ſelf, 
"That a thing is what it is not, or to judg that it is not 
what it is, Thus being granted, it cannot be denied, 
but that our Senſes do deceive us in the Euchariſt, if 
they attempt the perſwading us, That it is any other 
thirig than what it 1s. _ 

Yet this they do, if Tranſubſtantiation takes place: 
For, in fine, it this DoQtrine were true, the Euchariſt 
would not be Bread and Wine, but our Saviour's 


proper Body and Blood. And- yet our Senſes atteſt the 
contrary ; they all unanimouſly fay, with one. Voice, 


.* 


that it is not our Lord's Body and Blood, but Bread 
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_ To prove what I ſay, Shew the Euchariſt to an In- 
fidel, who has no knowledg of your Myſtery, and ask 
him what it is. Hel anſwer, without heſitation, *ris 


Bread and Wine. Ask a Child the ſame queſtion, he 
will return you the ſame anſwer. In fine, offer it to a 
Brute, and he will do what he is wont when ordinary 
Bread and Wine is ſer before ima. 

Now what is the common light to this Infidel, this 
Child, and brute Beaſt ? nothing elſe but that of Senſe : 
whereupon it cannot be denied but our {ſenſes tell us, 
tnat the Euchariſt 1s Bread and Wine ; and it appears 
impoſſible to affirm, that it is not ſo, without giving 
the lye to theſe Faculties. | 

This will appear more clearly, if you pleaſe to con- 
fider, That the Faculty which tells us that the Echa- 
riſt is Bread and Wine, is the ſame which makes us diſ- 
cern other ObjeQs ; and makes us ſay of each of them, 
Thus is ſuch a thing. | 

Who will deny, that *tis by means of the Senfes we 
diſcover what 1s preſent to us? In effe&, thoſe who 
have loſt the uſe of their Senſes, do diſcern nothing : 
and thoſt-who are not abfolurely deprived of theſe Fa» 
culties, yet have chem weak*ned through defett of the 
Organs, are eafily miſtaken. © Lead a blind Manwith- 
in ſome paces of a Statue, and ask him, what that is 
which ftands before him ? He will anſwer you, he 
do's not know :. offer the ſame queſtion to another that 


1s not quite blind, but yet has bad Eyes; He'l tel you 


perhaps, *tis a Man. Whereas on the contrary, a 
Man, whoſe ſight is good, will tell you preſently, 'tis 
« Statue. Ts it not plain then, That *tis the Sight 

When then' we fee the 


Eucharift, and we touch and taſte it; we ſay it's Bread 
and Wine, it's clear we fay it from the relation of our 


Eyes, 
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Eyes, our Hands, and our Mouths. And conſequent- 
ly if it be found, that *tis not Bread and Wine, it can- 
not bedenied but that *tis our Senfes which have chea- 
ted, and deceived us. 

It is noe worth the while to ſet upon the proving of 
a thing which your Divines willingly grant, One 
might produce ſome hundred's of places in their Works, 
where they affirm what I ſay («). They maintain 


21 


(a) Ste the 
I Treatiſe of the 


that the Fathers (b) have ftritly charged their Peo- aujwity of the 


ple not to truſt their Senſes in this occaſton, extreamly Smſes, 


Chap.6. 
b) Bell. de 


laming thoſe who ſuffer themſelves to be guided by ECef. lives, 
theſe Faculties, in a matter wherein - according to cap. 24- 


them we ſhould follow no other Light than that: of 
Faith and Revelation. | 

They pretend nothing do's more enhance the merit 
of this Faith, Than her raiſing her {elf above the Sen- 
ſes, and perſwading her ſelf of the contrary of what 


theſe Faculties do witneſs to us. I doe not doubt, 


Sir, but you have obſerv'd all this in the reading of 
your Authors. | 
- It's true, an{wer'd he, and I will not conteſt with 
you about this firſt Propafition; But I will not grant 
you the ſecond. For, in fine, what neceſſity is there, 
that the Senſes deceiving us in this Obje&, they can- 
not faithfully inſtru& us in any other? Is it not v 
likely, that this is a ſingle Error,and without any conſe- 
quence? May they not deceive us in this occafion, and 
:1n'fome others, without extending this to all ? In ef- 
fea, the greateſt Lyars do ſometimestell true, and per- 
haps there is not one amongſt this fort of People, but 
fi more-Truth than Lies. Why may we not then 
y the ſame thing of our Senſes? 
You have not well comprehended my meaning, re- 
repli'd I, for I did not fay, That if our Senſes be 
deceived 
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deceived.in the Euchariſt, they muſt neceſſarily be de- 
ceived 1n every thing elſe. But only thar they may: be 
ſo, that the thing is not impoſſible, and we ſhall never 
be certain of the contrary, unleſs we know it by ſome 
other way. This is all, I ſay, and I hope to ſhew 
you in what follows, that I need no more. 

In the mean time, my Propoſition thus expreſt, is 
undenyable. In cffeQ, he that deceives once, may de- 
ceive always ; and *tis ſufficient, a Witneſs be once de- 
te&ted of Falſity, tobe ſuſpeCted all his Lite. Thus the 
Senſes, according to you, making untrue reports on the 
Euchariſt, we may as well ſuipect them to do the ſame 
on other things. 

This is clear ; 'but to make it more unqueſtionable, 
be pleaſed to conſider, That if the Senſes do once de- 
ceive, their relation is no longer a certain Mark, and 
an unqueſtionable Proof of Truth : For how can .we 
look on that to be a certain Mark of Truth, which is 
ſometimes joyn'd with Error? And conſequently, To 
have no other Foundation for ones Perwaſions, than 
the relations of our Senſes, this would be to reſt on un- 
certain and doubtful Marks, and to expoſe ones ſelf to 
the greateſt likelihood of being deceived. | X 

| To ſay the ſame thing in another manner, let me, 


Sir, ask you, Whether the bare relation of our Senſes, - : 


without any other Succours, be a ſufficient Motive to 
perſuade us what they atteſt, or not? If it be, *tis not 
poſſible our. Senſes can once deceive us; for if they 
ſhould, we ſhould have a ſufficient Motive to perſyade 
us of a thing which is falſe, which we muſt be tar from 
faying. For were this ſo, we ſhould be bound to de- 
*ceive our ſelves ; and this Error would not only be: ex- 
cuſable, but neceſſary; there would be an Obligation of 
falling into it, and 'twould be a fault if we did not. 
But this is intollerably abſurd. Now 
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concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 
Now if the Teſtimony of our Senſes be not a ſufſi- 
cient Foundation whereon to ground a folid Perſwa- 
ſion; *Tis plain there's no certainty in reſting on their 


Teſtimony, and that 'tis imprudent to rely on them. So 
that we muſt ſay one of theſe two things ; either that 


the Senſes do never deceive, no not in the Euchariſt ; 


or if that they do deceive in the Euchariſt, they may 
always deceive, and that their report is never certain. 

And ſo much the more, ſeeing there was never any 
occaſion, wherein one has more reaſon to perſwade ones 
felf, That our ſenſes do not deceive us, than in this ; 
*Tis not only one of our ſenſes, which ſhews us the Eu- 
chariſt to be Bread and Wine ; as it happens in infinite 
occaſions, where the ſingle teſtimony of one of theſe 
Faculties, ſuffices to make us ſtrongly belieye things. 
But all the Senſes, wherew1ith Nature has provided us ; 
Not the {Senſes' of one or two particular Perſons, as 
yours or mine, but thoſe of all Men in the World, not 
excepting one. Theſe Senſes make not their Reports 
of a ſtrange and foreign Matter, but of one of the 
moſt ordinary and familiar things' they are converſant 
about. So that if they may be deceived herein, they 
may be deceiv'd in every thing elſe ; for T know not in 
what occaſion they may be certain, if not in this. 

I doin effteft acknowledg, it ſomtimes happens our 
Senſes do deceive us, whether through defect of the 
Organ, which is our of -order, or through the failure of 
the Medinm, which 'is not {imple and- uniform, or by 


: reaſon of the diſtance, or diſproportion of the Object. 
' Byt this hinders me not from ſaying, you cannot alled 
' meany Example, which ſhewsus theſe Faculties abuſe 
us; in; Circinnſtances; | like thoſe' which are to'be found 
in the report:they make of the Evichariftj and where- 


in not-only, ' none of thoſe different Springs of our 
Foy E | afore 
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aforemention'd Errors have any place ; but wherein a 
Man may uſe all imaginable precautions, toaſſure him- 
ſelf, he 1s not miſtaken. For, in fine, let not a Man 
content himſelf with the bare looking on and view- 
ing the. Symbols of this Sacrament, but uſe all his 
other Senſes; and thoſe of all the Men in the world ; 
Let a Man apply himſelf thereto with all poſſible atten- 
tion, make all tryals and proofs which he can, yet ftill 
will his Senſes hold the ſame Language,ever ſaying, *tis 
Bread and Wine : So that if they may deceive usin ſuch 
an occaſion as this, we have nothing left ro oppoſe the 
Academics, who have been at fuch pains. to ſhew theſe 
Faculties are not to be truſted. | 

In effe&, this Proof would be in a different manner 
convincing,. than that which theſe Philoſophers were: 
wont to uſe. They tell us, all Objefts appear yellow 
to Ichterical People, andall Meats bitter to thoſe whoſe 
Tongues are full of Bile ; that a Stick half plungd in- 
to the Water, ſeems either broken or crooked, though 
it be ſtreight and entire; 'That a ſquare Spire appears 
round to thoſe who look on: it at a diſtance. Bur *tis. 
clear, all this proves nothing againſt thoſe who grant, 
'That our Senſes deceive us when the Organ is our of 
order, when the Medium is not ſimple, when the Obje& 
is not placed at a juſt diſtance; and who only pretend 
the report of theſe Faculties is faithful, out of rhe cafe 
mark'd by theſe Exceptions, and/ſome athers/ſuch like. 
But if it were not in the Euchariſt where: ?ris clear, 
one cannot apply either this Exceptian, or any other, 


be nn” Pe 28 £ 2 ; IL788 DRE DD. 
* F $ « \* bh. SEL EOS. 
Ce Ae SP 5. JOE : 


"4 


the cauſe of theſe Faculties would: be abfolutely deſpe-- 3 


rate, and we ſhould have nothing lefr tadefend.it;. - - 
Yet there muſt be ſomething] that is weighty. produ-- 


cd inits favour.;, for were it otherwiſe, the Proofs of 
Chriſtian Religion would be. of no-folidity. And: 
this 
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concerniny Tranſubſtantiation. 
this is(as you ſee) my third Propoſition ; and if I prove it 
as ſtrongly asT have proved the two former, I need add 
nothing to the Concluſion of my Argument, to make 
you acknowledg what I juſt now offered ; That your 
Tranſubſtantiation do's abſolutely overthrow our 
ſtrongeſt Arguments againſt Infidelity. | 

In the mean time, this Propoſition is ſo evi- 
dent, that I don't believe there's a Diſputant in the 
World obſtinate enough tocontend. it with me, Firſt, 
the Proofs of our Religion are drawn from the Matters 
of Fa& you mention'd Yeſterday, and from the afſu- 
rance which thoſe who delivered them to us,' had 
of their reality. Thoſe that atteſted them, knew them 
only by the means of their Senſes, not from Arguments 
or Reaſonings ; for they ſaw them with their own 
Eyes; and by conſequence, if their Eyes, and other 
Organs of their Senſes might be therein deceived, they 
had in proper ſpeaking no certainty of them ; and 
if they had no certainty, we are to blame in making 
account of their Teſtimony. 

For example ; We believe Jeſus Chriſt is riſen, be-' 
cauſe the Apoſtles. have highly atteſted this Matter of 
FaQ ; and that we have juſt occafion to believe they 
were ſtrongly perſuaded of the truth of what th 
laid. But wk perſwaſion could they have of this, if 
the Senſes are not to be truſted? And in effect ask them, 
how they knew their Mafter is riſen ? 'They will only 
alledg; the teſtimony of their Senſes. They will tell 
70u, their Eyes have ſeen him, their Ears have heard 
him ſpeak, their Hands have touched him. | But if both 


} Eyes, Hands, yea and Ears, if all their Senſes are de- 


ceivers, 'Who can” aſſure us they did not cheat the Apo- 
ftles? who will affure'us that theſe Holy Men have ct 
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feQually ſeen, touch'd, and heard, what they imagin'd 
they ſaw, touch'd, and heard? 

The ſame, I ſay, of the Proofs of the Jewiſh Reli- 
gion, the truth of which is one of the principal Foun- 
dations of the Chriſtian Faith.. What is the firongeſt 
Proof of this Holy Religion ? Is it not that which is 
taken from the Prodigy which Moſes ſhew'd. to the 
Jews when he brought1t to them from God ? But what 


_ certainty can- there be.of all theſe Prodigies, if the 


Senſes of thoſe who have been Witneſſes of them, may 


have: been deceived ? How could they perſuade them- 


ſelves of the reality of them, had they only for a Foun- 
dation: of their Perſuaſion, the uncertain report of 
fome Faculties liable to infinite Errors and: Deluſions ? 
Were they not very filly People, to expoſe themſelves 
to fo many dangers, on ſo: {light grounds? And are 
not we: allo very. credulous,. to build our Faith on the 
Perſuaſion which theſe People had of theſe Facts ? 
'Fhis Faith, I ſay, whereby we ſteer our Lives, and on 
which we advance ſo many. fine. Hopes,. and magnifi- 
cent Pretenſions ?' 

'Fhis is not all; both-one and the other of theſe Proofs, 
do moreover ſuppoſe in another manner the certitude 
of the Senſes; Which is,. That *tis- only the. Senſes 
which inſtruQin the Teftimony which theſe Faculties 
have given, whether to the Ancient Jews, or. the Apo- 
ſtles ; and which both one+and' the: other have given 
to the Truth.. For, in fine, how can we know that 
neither the Jews nor the Apoſtles did atteſt all theſe 
FaRts, but by means of their Senſes ? Imagine a Man 
bereaved of all his five Senſes, or only of the:two prin- 
cipal ones, Sight and - Hearing; ſuppoſe him, at. the 
fame time both Deaf and Blind-;. how will you mw 
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; what I told you a while ago, That 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation: 
him-underſtand the-folidity of theſe Proofs ? You may 


ak to him long enough of the Prophecies of the 


Old Teſtament, of our Saviour's' and Moſes his Mira- 
cles, and- other things which eſtabliſh the Truth of 
Chriſtian Religion. This will. be juſt the ſame as if 
you diſcourſed to a Stone, - - | hs 

It's only .our Senſes then, which: make us receive 
theſe Proofs. So that ſhould we know, 'Fhat thoſe: of 
the 4poftles, and other Witneſſes of the Truth, could 
not deceivethem ;. this would: ſignify nothing to us; 
ſhould we-have. juit. reaſon to belteve we might be de- 


ceived by ours. By - conlequence, the certainty of 


Senſe: is. doubly neceſſary to eſtabliſh the ſolidity'of 
the Proofs of Chriſtianity ; and theſe Proofs will be 
two ways uncertain,. if the report. of our Senſes be not 
to be truſted.. | Saertagns 
See now, Sir, if there be any _— more true than 
ranſ{ubſtantiation: 


' abſolutely deſtroys theſe:Proofs; and: takes from them 


- all their Validity.- See whether in ſuppoſing: this Do« 


| Arine,. one may hinder Libertines fronv uſing this ar-- 


' lation. which deſtroys it ſelf, which overthrows its own 


guing : It's contrary' to good Senſe, to reterue this Reve- 


' Foundations, which annuls and diſcredit's the means by 
* mhich it endeavours to eſtabliſh -it ſelf, and whoſe Proofs- 
| cannot be true, without being falſe ;. nor aſſured, without: 


; being uncertain. 


This is what may be ſaid' of Chriſtianity, if it be true, 


' tt teaches things contrary to the relation of our Senſes. For, 
| in fine, Chriſhanity has hitherto eſtabliſh'd it ſelIf; only on 


the depoſitions.of theſe Faculties. Hereby it has met with 
belief inthe Minds of Men. If ther one of its'Maxiths. 
be, we muſt not truſt any of onr Senſes ; it's evident and: 
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Ir's evident it.« ſelf-coptradittory, enjoining us on one 
hand, to believe the report of our Senſes, when they in- 


ftrutt us in what ſhould induce s to recetve it ; and forbid- 


ding us at the ſame time to hearken to them in one of its 
chiefeſt Doftrines. It overthrows its own Foundations, ſee- 
ing it deſtrays. the: faithfulneſs of our Senſes, on which 
the -perſuaſion which . we have of its truth is grounded. 


Hereby it. annuls and diſcredits the means by which it en- | 
deavours to ſet up it ſelf ; and this is ſo viſible, that we © 
need not undertake to,ſhew it. In a word, its Proofs can- | 
not be true, without being falſe ; nor certain, without be- | 


ing uncertain; 1n FO if the Proofs of Chriſtianity be 
it ſay's uw true, and if whatever it ſays be 
true, theſe Proofs be nothing worth, ſeting one of the « oo 
which it affirms, us, That the report of our Senſes, whence 
theſe Proaf's be taken, i uncertain.” 
Ts it not true, Sir, . That; ſetting' up. Tranſubſtantia- 
tion, the-.Infidels would, -on very food grounds, uſe 
this Arguing ? In particular, would they not have rea- 
ſop to complain, that they are not ſincerely dealt with, 
King we pretend to convince then by the Depoſitions 
Or W. 


itneſſes, which we do not produce, till we have | 


Rrip'd them of. all their Authority, and declared them 
and owes? |. |. . 
©" Aﬀer this great Intereſt, T- ſee nothing. which is 
worth contending for, and if our Faith loſes the means 
of eſtabliſhing. it ſelf in he World, as ſhe do's loſe it in 
loſing her Proofs : - It's not worth the while to demon» 
ftrate the other "Conſequences of your DofArine, nor 
particularly the: Diforders which the uncertainty of 
Opr Senſes. once eftabliſh'd, would infallibly bring Goth 
into the World. They are both infinite and notes 
: : | of C, 
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concerning Trauſubſtautiation. 


ble, becauſe, that. in effe,, our Senſes,are: almoſt! the 


only Guides which we follow ;. and their Fidelity is the 
chief Foundation of all the certainty we can have 
therein. Your abſtracted 'Truths, which are perceiv- 
able only to the Underſtanding, and which are fo ufe- 
ful in Sciences, are of little uſe in the. Commerce of 
the World, wherein Men. apply themſelves to thin 

which be ſingular, which are not known. but by t 

interpoſition of the Senſes. So that to ruin the cer- 


tainty of our Senſes, is to turn. all into confufion, and. 


reduce Men to ſuch a condition, that; they - ſhall :not 
take a ſtep without being troubled with-ſomme Scruple./ 

But as I have already obſerv'd, this is:'nog: the Poinr: 
"Tis ſufficient T have ſhew'd, That the ſolidity of 


' the Proofs which eſtabliſh the Truth of Chriſtian Re- 


ligion, depends on the certainty of our Senſes ; ſo that 
Tranſubſtantiation abſolutely deſtroying this certainty, 


invalidates theſe Proofs, and ſtops the Mouths of thoſe 


* | who undertake the Converſion of the Infidels. This 


! ſingle Conſequence is dreadful enough, and we need 
* not draw any otheg, to ſhew the falſity of the Princi- 
' plewhence it flows. 


"It's berter to paſs to my third Proof, which is, to 


! ſhew, That your DoQtine overthrows the certainty of 
! our Reaſon, as well as that of our Senſes; and gives 
| ſuchaneſtabliſhment to Scepticiſm, as bereaves. us of 
* all means of finding out the Truth. 


And this is what I intend to make clear to you, if I 


1 have not already tired your patience. I ſhall hear you: 


" 2 withall my Heart,anſwer'd he; butT muſt tell you, That 


% 


* before I hear your third Argument, I ſhould be very 
glad to examine the two you have already offered me, 


r I ſee abundance of things which I might oppoſe- 


againſt: 


IN 


The Second Conference 
mera: you have faid ; but they lying ſomething 
obſcurely and confuſed!y:in my Mind, | mt beg time = 
of you to bring them 1nto ſome clearneſs and order.; 
which as -ſoonas I have done, I ſhall not fail to wait on 
you with an account of them. | 
©  T eaſily conſented to what he deſired, telling him, I 
wiſh'd ' every Body would- as maturely examine theſe 
great Points before they determin'd themſelves.I blagi'd 
the raſhneſs of thoſe, whoſe: Eyes are dazl'd with the 
firſt glance of an Argument, whereby they fall into a 
ridiculous "lightneſs, 'or an infſupportable obſtinacy. 
Mr.;N. Apake to the ſame purpoſe; and our darts 
tion-having for ſome time been on this Poiat, I took my 
leave of him and departed. 
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conterning Tranſubſtantiation, 
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CONFERENCE. IIL 


' Wherein are confirmed the two Proofs contained m the 


two preceding Diſcourſes. 


FT HE next Day Mr. A. took the pains to come 
| to me, and immediately told me, he had care- 

full any tumſelf to examine my Reaſons, 
and bellnred he had found a ſolution of them. TI have 
obſerved, ſaid he to me, that both your Propoſitions de- 
pend on the fame ſition, towit, That Franſub- 
ſtantiation is di ny to the reports- of our 
Senſes ; and _ = this - Mg" tells . us' the 
Exchariſt is no r Bread nor Wine, -but the proper 
Body ri Blood of our Saviour ; our Senſes on the con- 


trary tell 'us, That this Sacrament is not the Body and 


Blood of cur Saviour, | but real-Bread'and Wine. 


This has inclined me to think, That' tho our DE 
vines have not confidered your Proofs in the ſame man- 
ner you have propoſed them, - yet I might find in-their 
Writings wherewith todefend my ſelf, by what the 
anſwer to the direQ Teſtimony of our Senſes, whic 

our Authors have always objeted, I have'/enquired 
into what they have faid on this SubjeQ, and found five 


; different Solutions. Some of them have abſolutely de- 


nied, without reſerve, that our Senſes have any cer- 

tainty. Others acknowledg, that rheſe Faculties do 

not deceive us in the things comprehended in the _ 
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of Nature ; but they will not ſuffer us to conſult them: 


in Matters of Faith. Some allow them a certainty in 


Matters of Faith, but ſay, *tis a certainty inferior. to 
that of Faith. Moſt of them aſſure us, That the Sen- 


ſes donot perceive the Subſtance ; ſo that the Error 


wherein one falls,. by/perſuading one's ſelf that the Eu-- 


chariſt is Bread and Wine, is not in the Senſes, but in 
Senles do well perceive the Subſtance, but in an. indi- 


re& manner, and with great incertifude; ſo that their 
report is not certain, but in reference tothe accidents. - 


were:our-Senſes without certainty,' whether in general 


or. in_ particular, in: Matters of Faith, | the Proofs . of * 
—_ Religiqui would be but mere deluſions, -as you | 
fuftici © = "Bhs FO 


convinced me Yeſterday. | Je T4 0TH23? 
The third of theſe Anſwers,ſuppoſes'a Thing which 
3s falſe, to wit, 'Fhat a Faculty which: has: certainty, 


may ever-haye: need of ae. correQed. . It ſuppoſes 


another which is:very doubtfut. ad in which our Di- 
vines are not agreed, viz.; That,Faith | has -more cer- 
tainty than the. Teſtimony of out: Senſes. ' Moreover, 
granting all this to be true, I know not whether one 
might make uſe of it againſt your Reaſons. ' You do 
not ſpeak of the certajnty. which a Man that believes 
already may_have of: the. Truths of Salvation, but only 
of that _ one. might give, an Infidel. But the 
means to perſwade an iifidel; that: the Senſes. may de- 


ceive, muſt be by convincing him of the Divinity of 
ous Religion, which accuſes the Senfes of Infidelity.” 
And the way to iconvigce him of the Divinity of this 
Religion,, miſt beby Reaſons which ſuppoſe that theſs 
'Bacultigs do not deceive us. © I. 


% 
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cur. Reaſon. Others do, .in fine, acknowledg that: our | 


--:\T am well-gfliired the txyo firſt Atiſwersbe'falle ; and J 
ſhould:I not, otberwiſo:know.mt,::ybur. ſecond Regſon: : 
would not:; permit: ve; to .doubr |of it;;; For, in fine, 


| comrerning 'TranſubNantiation; 


Anſwers, and therefore I ſhall:16t oppole ther agbitſt = 


ou. | But *tis not the ſame with-the two laſt ;! for if "it 
true, that our Senſes reach not ſo far as the Sub- 


ftance, but. perceive only the Accidents : all that theſe 


Faculties learn us of the Euchariſt, is, 'That this Sacra- 
ment ſtill: retains' the - Accidents of 'Bread and Wine ; 
which is a true Notion, and contains nothing contrary 
to our belief. Shonld we ſay, moreover, with thoſe whe 
make the. ſecond Anſwer, That our Senſes well per- 


ceive the Subſtanice, but. yet ina manner indiret, and 
ſubjeft to Error and Deceit ; one may truly fay, -That 


Tranfubſtantiation is contrary to 'the report of our 
Senſes, but not to this dire& and certain report, whence 
ſprings this firm perſwaſion, called Experimental 
Knowledpg.. It will: be only. contrary to this indire& 
and uncertain'Report, which"can' only eſtablifh'a vor- 
tering © Opinion, *which is ' almoſt as often falſe as 
rae. : : * ; Fu þ £44 
This being granted, you cannot reeftabliſh your 
Proofs,” unlels you | diſtintly maintajn' 'theſe--three 
| 1 B "1-H pry LFETIS7 1 THT TIE tl}; 
| Feſt, That the Senſes do perceive the very: Subſtance 
it ſelf, either dire&tly or indireQly.; however, with 
certainty. | 12:4. Fes 1 
The Gerad; That this Certainty which -our Senſes 
give-us touching the Subſtances, is greater-than' that bf 
the FaQts, whence are drawn the Proofs of 'Chriſtianity, 
[The third; That this Certainty :is-the ground of theſe 
Proofs:;- and that they cannot.ſubſiſt, if our Senſes may 
pre neon in the-diſcerning of | theſe Wan : of. Ob- 
JN [tao 2661 40 HOOD ECD HETIDL 64.977 
--iiJ ward be aftceafy-matter for'me,- ſaid T'to-hiny, 
to, gnaintainithis:'againſt all. oppoſition; | But others 
4 i F 2 (a) having 
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(4) having already 'done it ; and this Diſcuſſion being 
likely to engage, us into difficult Enquiries, and the 
force of my Arguments not —_— thereon,I there- 
foream willing to wave that diſpute, and betake 


{elf to what is fo evident and undeniable, as I am ſure 
muſt ſatisfy you. X | 
Will you not grant me, Sir, 'That we do every day 


. diſcern one Subſtance from another ? Will you not grant 


me, for Example, that I now diſtinguiſh whatever is 
in this Chamber, and that I can truly fay, This i 4 
T able, this is a Book, this is a Bed, this «a Chair. I do 
not ſay there's certainty in theſe I make. 
I do not determine which is the Faculty which makes 
me doit. Ionly ay, Idodoit. Can you ag me 
this to be true, or ſhall I ſet about the proving of it ? 
: No, _— he. A mg yt wy Senſe that 
requires 1t. you then 1n the 'P me, 
purſued I, that I make this judgment expo frm. 
Faculties which God has _ me ; I mean thoſe Fa- 
eulties purely patural, which are common to all Men 
ad perform their FunQtions without any fupernatura 
ce, internal or external, without any external 
+ wg without any inward illumination of the 
Pirit ? We: 
I am far from denying it, anſwered he, and I am 
perſwaded, there's no - Catholick that' queſtions it. 
his,: faid I, is enough, and I need no more for the 
fubliſtence of my Proofs. | 51, 


And to convince you of what I ſay, I ſhall bring 4 
chem to this Head; I ſhall retrench whatever you | 
diſlike in them, and inſtead of the Senſes which trou- * 


ble you, I ſhall only ſpeak of that natural Faculty 
which makes us diſtinguiſh one Subftancei frony ano- 


ther. You'l ſee they will keep all their ſtrength, and 
: | be 
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concernine Tranſubſtantiation; 
be - wholly . ſheltred from your DiftinQtions. 

I begin with the ſecond ; Th here wa ſome neceflity 
for it. It conſiſted of theſe three Propolfitions. 

1. If Tranſubſtantiation has —_ our Senſes dective. | 
win the report they make of the Euchariſt. 

2. If our Senſes deceive us in the report which they make 
ti the Euchariſt, they may as well deceive ws in every thing 
elſe. 

. If our Senſes may deceive us in every thing, the 
Proo rf of of C Chriflaniry are of 30 folidity. 
—_——- of my Second Proof which I offered 
you eſterda 


ow be leap toobſerve how I further expreſs it. 

I, If Tranſubſtantiation has place,the natural Faculty: 
which God has given us, whereby to diſtinguiſh ene 
Subſtance from another, this Faculty dimen us in the 
notice it gives us of the Euchariſt. 

2. If the natural Faculty whereby we diſtinguiſh one 
Subſtance from another, hos miſtaken on the Subje& of 
the Euchariſt, nothing hinders but that it may be the 
fame on other Subſtances. 

3. If the natural Faculty, whereby we diſcern the 
Subſtances, has no certainty, the Proofs for Chriſtian 
Rebgion be of no weight. 

You ſee, Sir, that formingm Argument inthis man- 


ner, your Diſtin&ions are belide the purpoſe, and alto» 


ether fruitleſs. Wherefore you cannot_ defend: your 
elf but in-denying ſome of the Propoſitions of which 


| it conſiſts; but which of the three can you deny ? Not 
| thefirſt, b ſuppoſe z For, 1n fine, if Tranſubſtantiati- 
on has place, The Sacrament of the Euchariſt is not 


Bread nor Wine, but © rr s. proper- Body and 
Blood, Yet the natural Faculty whereby we diſcern 
the Subſtances from one another, at that is, _ 

what- 
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whatever name we give it, this Faculty tells us, that 
*tis:not the Body and Blood: of Chriſt, but Bread and 
Wine. | 

If. you doubt of this ; ſhew this Sacrament to a Man 
indued only with thoſe Faculties which Nature has gt- 
ven us, and who has never received any ſupernatural 
aſhiſtance, to a Jew, or to a Mahomejan or Pagan : As 
him what it is, and you'l ſee how little he will heſitate 
to anſwer you, it's Bread and Wins. W154. 

If you ftill doubt of this, defire-a Prieſt to mix*a 
conſecrated Hoſt amongſt others unconſeecrated ; -Em- 
ploy then all your natural Faculties to diſtinguiſh 'that - 


which is the Body .of Chriſt from the -reſt,” which is 


mere Bread ; You! find all your-care here tono purpoſe. 

Ir's then certain, that the natural Faculty, whereby 
we diſcern Subſtances, affirms plainly the- Euchariſt 
to be Bread and Wine, and therefore -deceives us, if 
your Belief be:true. Thus my firſt Propoſition labours 
under no difficulty. And the ſecond-is no leſs certain 
than the firſt, For, in fine, if the natural Faculty; 
whereby we diſtinguiſh one Subſtance from another; 
may take the Body of Chriſt for Bread and Wine, there 
will-be no deceit, of which 'twill not be capable, there 
being nothing in the World more diſcernable, and ſub- 
je& to leſs miſtakes, than an human Body on one hand, 
par a morſel of Bread, and ſome drops of Wine on the 
other. | ; 

I have only then to prove. my third Propoſition, * 
which is in effeAt the only one, which appears ' 
to have need. . Yet 1s it certain, I ſhall have little 
trouble to make. you agree with. me in it. It faith; 
That the certainty with accompanies the ARts- of the 
natural Faculty, and makes us diſtinguiſh the Subſtan- 
£es.; That ;this:Certitude, Ifay, is the Foundation ud 
l | tne 


concerning Tranfub/antiation. J 
the Proofs of Chriſtianity, and that we cannot ſolidly 
eſtabliſh the truth of this Holy Religion, if the Senſes 


may deceive us in the reports they make of theſe kind- 


of ObjeQs. 

I conceive nothmg more certain than this Propoſiti= 
on. IneffeR, we agreed in our firſt Conference, That 
the Proofs of Chriſtian Religion depends on the#Truth 
of ' certain Fafts, which we never ſaw, but which are 
atteſted to us by Perſons whoſe. Teſtimony ought not to 
be ſuſpeRted by us. Yet it will reaſonably be ſo, if 
we-be not ina: capacity to difcern certzinly particular 
Subſtances. And this will clearly appear, if we run 
through the moſt important of theſe Fats. 

The moſt conſiderable, and the. moſt deciſive, . is 
without difficulty, being our” Saviour's ReſurreCtion ; 
for the whole depends hereon., If this Fatt be falle, 


the Goſpel is but a mere Romance ; and if -it be true, it 
-cannot be deni'd but God has declar'd himſelf hereby 


in the moſt authentic manner in the World,in favour of 
our Holy Religion. And” the Apoſtles were chiefly 
ſent to atteſt the Truth of this. Fat ; and hence ir is, 


7 That they fo often ſeem to. affeQt (as it were) the 
! title of W7?zeſſes of their Maſter's Re/ſurreftion. 

7 Bat *tis very conſiderable, That the Apoſtles were 
not preſent at our Lord's ReſurreQtion. He was not in 
: the Sepulchre when. theſe holy Men arrived there ; 
! and they found —_ the. Funeral Linen wherewith his. 
} Body was wrapped. 

: was riſen, by ſeeing him come out of the Tomb, and | 
} as they beheld Lazaras; but they. gathered it from two 
' other Fats, of which they were certain, having al- 
: readyſcen the firſt, and feeing then aRually the ſecond. 


They knew not then our Saviour 


The one was his'Death, and rhe other his, Life. ''' They 
were {are our Lord had expired on the Croſs ; That his 
| : Side 


a7 
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Side was pierced with a Spear, that they might be cer- 1 


tain of his Death. They knew that he was buried, and 


conſequently could not have the leaft ſuſpicion that he ; 
was not really dead. They faw him afterwards alive, 
and walking, ating, and ſpeaking, whence they con- 2 


cluded in the cleareſt manner in the World, and the 
leaft liable to miſtake, that he was effeRually riſen. *Þ 


Tt's* then plain, that the Truth of Chriſt's Reſur- | 
rection depends on one hand, in angring whether he | 
died ; and on the other, whether he liv'd after his 
Death. But what certainty can there be of either of 
theſe two FaQts, if there be none in the judgment we 
make of Subſtances ? Theſe two FaQts are equally con- 
teſted. The Baſilidiaxs denied heretofore the kr, and 
the Mechometans deny it to this day, both affirming, 
*twas not our Saviour Chriſt, but Sizzou the Cyrenian 
that was crucified by the Jews. The Jews have ever 
denied the ſecond. They ſay, it's very true, our Sa- | 
viour died on the Croſs, but that he never roſe again, | 
_ that what the Apoſtles related of it, was a mere 

able. 

If we may be deceived in. theſe kind of Obje&ts, | 
what can we oppoſe to either of theſe Enemies of the | 
Truth ? How ſhall we convince either the Baſ/idiens,or 
Mahometans, That it was Jeſws,and not Simon who expi- 
red on the Croſs? How ſhall we perſwade the Jews the 
Apoſtles were not deceived in imagin aing they ſaw him | 
the other have 
grounds to tell us we have no certainty for what we © 
affirm ? The Turks will tell us, That ſeeing we may © 
be ſo eaſily deceived' in the. diſcerning of Subſtances, ® 
it's very likely the Jews took S;m-ou tor Jeſus Chriſt. - 
'The Jews will anſwer, the Error was not theirs,but that 
the Apoſtles took ſome Spirit, or living Man, fot their 

| T Maſter, © 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation, 49 
Maſter. - And as to us, we have nothing convincing 
to oppoſe againſt one or the other. 

And here, Sir, let me entreat you to conſider the 
imprudence of Bellarmine. Amongſt other Reaſons, 
he uſes to ſhew the Senſes have no certainty, when the 
hp is about diſcerning the Subſtances ; he parti- 
cularly cites (b) the Inſtance of Mary Magdalen, who (6) Bell. de 
took our Saviour riſen for the Gardiner. I ſhall not — 
ſtand to ſhew here the weakneſs of this Argument, nor * 
fay *twas ſcarcely then light when Mary came into 
the Garden where our Saviour was buried. Neither 
ſhall I uſe long Diſcourſes to prove, That her trouble, 
grief, or perhaps modeſty, would not let her look di- 
realy on a Man whom ſhe did not know. 

But that which I would entreac you to conſider, is, 
the ſtroak which this Argument of Bellarmine might 
give to'the certainty of our Faith, were it as folid as 
he pretends it to be. It proves —_— or it proves 
one might take our Saviour riſen for another Man ; and 
conſequently, that one might take another Man for 
Jeſus Chriſt riſen; and ſo when the Apoſtles ſaw 'our 
! Lordriſen,they werenot afſured*twas he; ſo that having 
no greater certainty than theſe Holy Men, we have 
reaſon to doubt of this great Miracle, which is the 
principal prop of ourFaith. - | 180 JE 
| And theſe are the natural Conſequerices of Bellarmin's 
* Argument. I muſt acknowledg there's no great reaſon 
7 tofear this ſhould meet with belief in Mens Minds. In 
2 effe& you may, as long as you pleaſe, maintain, we ma 
* be miſlaked inthe diſcerning of Subſtances. You will 
2 got find any Body that. will be 'perſwaded of fo abſurd 
it. 7 a Paradox. All the World will believe their Sight; and 
: Tamof Opinion, whatever you may ſay, Thar you lit- 
tle doubt but 'tis I that have = honour of — 

with 
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with you now ; and I deſire no other Judg but your 
own Conſcience, would you pleaſe to let it ſpeak your 
ſenſe in this Matter. But though there be no danger of 
falling into Be/armir's Opinion in this Point, and ad- 
mitting all the Conſequences of the Principles which he 
eſtabliſhes, yet is it plain *tis not long of him we do 
not do it, and hereby doubt of our Saviour's Reſur- 
re&ion, as well as of a thouſand other important Mat- 


\ ters, were his Anſwers and Arguments as ſolid as he 


would have him thought to be. 

Moreover, what I now ſaid of our Saviour's Refur- 
reQion, is applicable to all other ReſurreQions which 
have been wrought, either by our Lord himſelf, or his 
Apoſtles. The truth of this Miracle, and the force of 
the Proof drawn thence, depend on the knowing whe- 
ther thoſe. who were ſeen alive, were really thoſe who 
were dead a while: before; But the means of knowing 
it is, whether any of our Faculties. do preciſely-deter- 


mine concerning Subſtances, and whether-it be an eaſy 


and:common thing for them to bedeceived ?. 


When our Lord cured the Man born blind; the Pha- 
riſees who found themſelves ſo perplexed with the 
Proof: which was drawn thence-in favour of the Truth, 


* might eaſily clear themſelves of it, by ſuppoſing your 


Maxims. They needed only to have ſaid, That he wha 
ſaw, and vaunted' of the recovery of- his Sight, was not 
the Perſow who was blind a while before, bat rather an Im- 
poſtor whom our Saviour had ſet up ; and though it ſeem'd 
to thoſe who had known him, that he was the 7 Perſon; 
yet *twas wot to be believed, ſeeing our Senſes have not 
the leaſt ſhadow of. certalnty in —— of particulay 
Subſtances. When our Saviour multiplied the-Bread to 
feed the multitude which followed him, we may doutt 
of. the Truth of this Miracle, if we may believo 


what. 


BE &XF WW WF” x Cog rr IEA OR > ip PEE: 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 


what this/Multitude eat was not Bread ; and we may 
doubt that it was Bread, if 'we have not any Faculty to 
make us diſtinguiſh one thing from another. When 
our Lord walked on the Sea, he wrought, without 
doubt, a ſignal Miracle. But this Miracle ſignifies 
nothing, unleſs we be aſſured it was on the Water, and 
not on a Plain that our Saviour walked : of which we 
may doubt, if we have not Faculties to diſcern cer- 
tainly theſe Obje&s. | 
_ . All the Miracles which have ſerved:only to transform 
Subftances, may be called into queſtion if. your Opi- 
nion be allowed. For if our Senſes tell us nothing 
certain touching Subſtances ; how ſhall we know there 
was ever made any real change : And to what purpoſe 
was the changing of Moſes his Rod, to perſwade, 
either this Prophet to accept, of the Calling God 


had offered him, or. Pharaoh to let the Children of - 


Iſrael go? To what purpoſe was the changing of the 
Waters of the River of Nz/e into Blood, or that of 


Cans into Wine, if thoſe who ſaw all theſe Converſi- 


ons, might doubt whether they were true, and whe- 
ther they had any other place but in their abuſed Fan- 
cies ? | 

The Prophecies are alſo Anothet greatſource of Proofs 
to eftabliſh the Truth of Chriftian Religion. Yet *tis 


certain,that Prophecies prove nothing but by the confor- 


mity which they have with the Events. But what cer- 
tainty can we have of Events, if we may be deceived 
in the diſcerning of Subſtances ? The Perſon of Jeſus 
Chriſt, that of his Holy Mother, his Apoſtles, his Croſs, 
his Sepulchre, the People whom he converted, the Sick 
he healed, the Dead he raiſed up, ' and an hundred other 
things which the Prophets foretold, were Subſtances, 
Whence ir follows, if thoſe who have ſ{cenall theſe things 

G 2 may 


The Third Conference 


may have: been deceived, there remains to'us no more 
certainty touching the accompliſhment of the Ancient 
Oracles : and this great Proof of the Divinity of Chri- 
ſtianity, which gives ſuch Perplexity to the Infidels, and 
ſuch great Conſolation to the Faithful, will be no more 
of any weight. 

I told you Yeſterday, that one of the ſtrongeſt Proofs 
of Chriſtian Religion, is the Truth of the Fow:ſh Re- 
ligion ; and that all the Miracles which authoriz'd the 
Vocation of Moſes, do highly eſtabliſh that of our Sa- 
viour Jeſus Chriſt, ' But is it not true, that almoſt all 
that God did to give credit and authority to this Pro- 
phet, would have been fruitleſs, if thoſe who were the 
pres might been deceived in the Queſtion of Sub- 

C 


ances ! 

The Author of the Diſcourſe touching the Proofs of 
the og of Moſes (c) affirms, That *tis to attribute 
to all the People of the Jews, the greateſt extravagancy 
to believe they may have been deceived in theſe Mat- 
ters. 1:'s clear, ſays he, that we muſt ſuppoſe all theſe 
People mad and beſides themſelves, to ſay, they thought to 
ſt through the Ked Sea dry-fbod, when 'twas no ſuch mat- 
ter ; in thinking they beheld a Mountain on fire, when they 
ſaw no ſuch thing ; That they#fed ow Manna, when they 
had nothing but common Food ; in belitving their Cloaths 
were not worn out, altho they were obliged oftentimes to 
change them; in their believing to have ſeen Moſes ſtrike 


the Rock, whence flowed Water ſufficient to ſatisfy the | 
thirſt of ix hundred thouſand Men, when in truth there | 


was mo ſuch thing. 
But it's plain allthis might happen, altho this People 


| conſiſted only of wiſe and intelligent Perſons ; if it be 
true, there's no certainty in the diftintion we make of 


Subſtances, ſeeing that the Sea, the Mountain of Sinai, | 
the | 


_— 


v0 


_ 
NJ 


ww we ww s w WW' 8 —_2” Www 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 


the Fire which covered it, the Manna, the Jews Gar. 
ments, the Rock, and the Waters which flowed thence, 
wen tnbing more than Accidents, | 

This Author cannot comprehend there could - be fo 
general an Error, and that it could infe& ſix hundred 
thouſand Men capable of bearing Arms. But that 
wherein one falls on the Subje& of the Ruchariſt, ſup- 
poſing this Sacrament not to be Bread and Wine, will be 
more general, ſ{ceing "twill be common to all Mankind 
without exception. . 

It's then clear, Sir,that the Truth of the FaQs,which 
eſtabliſh the Divinity of the Chriſtian Religion,depends 
on the Certitude,whereby we diſtinguiſh the Subſtances 
from one another. But this being granted, my ſecond 
Proof ſubſiſts and has its effeQt ; if not in the ſame form 
I gave it Yeſterday, yet at leaſt in that T now give it. 
However this concerns me but little ; and provided I 
obtain what I demand, I ſhall be willing it ſhould be in 
the manner you pleaſe : whether it be the Senſes, or the 


rational Faculty, or what other Faculty you will, which 


makes us diſtinguiſh the Subſtances, all this is indiffe- 
rent to me, . provided you grant me, That *tis the ſame 
Faculty which diſcerns that which makes us become 
Chriſtians. This being granted, *twill be undeniable, 
that this Faculty cannot be accuſed of deceiving us in 
what ſhe tells us of the Euchariſt, without taking from 
it whatever it has of Certainty and Authority in the 
Fats which ſerve for a Foundation to Faith. 

Here's then my ſecond Proof perfeCly reeſtabliſh'd, 


T ſhall now do the ſame thing for the fr. Idrew it. 


hence, That the Certainty of the Senſes being incom- 


. parably greater than that we call Moral; ſhould it be 


anted that Tranſubſtantiation was oge of theDoftrines 
which Chriſtianity obliges us to believe, the ObjeCtions 


which 
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which might be made againſt this Holy Religion would 
have more ſtrength than the Proofs which eſtabliſh the 
Divinity of it, becauſe that in effe&t theſe Proofs have 
only a-moral Evidence ; whereas the ObjeQtions which 
may be offered againſt this Holy Religion, might have 
the Evidence of all the Senſes, which clearly witneſs 
againſt Tranſubſtantiation. You do not grant me this 
laſt Propoſition; you affirm *tis not the Senſes,but Rea- 
ſon, which ſays, the Euchariſt is Bread and Wine, be- 
cauſe you pretend there's only this laſt Faculty in a con- 
dition-to diſcern the Subſtances ; and that ſhould the 
Senſes give ſome Indication, they would do it in a man- 
ner equally-doubtful and indirett. I have already de- 
clared my unwillingneſs to enter into all theſe Diſcuſ- 
ſions ; for whatever the Faculty is which.makes us dilſ- 
cern, whether the Subſtances 1n general, or that of the 
Euchariſt in particular, it's ſufficient it is a natural Fa- 
,culty.In this Suppoſition I thus reeſtabliſh my fir/t Proof. 
The certainty whichaccompanies the FunCtions of the 
natural Faculty, which makes us diſcern one Subſtance 
from another, is greater than that we call Moral. If then 
this Faculty tells !2s-the Euchariſt is Bread and Wine, as 
it muſt be granted it does, one may offer againſt Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, -and conſequently againſt Chriſtianity, 
allowing Tranſubſtantiation to be one of its DoQtrines 3 
one may, I ſay, offer againſt it, a greater certitude than 
that of the Proofs which eſtabliſh the Divinity of it, 
whereby "twill be more rational to reje& than embrace 
It. F: | 
+ This Conſequenee'is neceſſary, and whatever paſt in 
our firſt Conference, does invincibly prove it. So that 
I only necd'to eſtabliſh the Principle whence I draw it 
wiz. That the certainty whereby we commonly dif. 
ern the Subltances from one another, is greater than 
| that 
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concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 
that we call Moral. And this is all you can deſire of 
me; and if I convince you, I expett from your juſtice 


no further contentions about it. - 
It's then eaſy to make you acknowledg this. Be plea- 


ſd then to conſider, that when: we are _ morally 


aſſured of a thing, the certainty we have of it, is not 
comparable to that which thoſe have, on whoſe Teſti: 
mony it's believed. For Example, I am only morally 
aſſured of Cefar's Vitories, and Alexander's Conqueſt. 
But the Souldiers which ſerv'd under theſe two Cap- 
tains, and were in their Armies, and ſhared with them 
in their Labours ; theſe Souldiers, I ſay, were far more 
certain of them than Iam, yea, more than the Hiſtori- 
ans themſelves to whom they related. them, and on 
whoſe Teſtimony I believe them: 

I am only morally certain-of the being of. the Cities 
of Jeruſalem, Rome, and Conſtantinople, having never 


been . in thoſe Places. But thoſe that have been, 


and lived there, thoſe are far more certain of it than T 


can be, becauſe in effett they have ſeen theſe Cities with . 


their own eyes. 


| You gave me the Reaſon of this inour firſt Conſe: 


rence; tho indeed you made the Application of it tq 


the — the Senſes. But it not being the Ap-- 


plication which makes the ſolidity of it, *twill be ſtillas 


ſtrong, whatever uſe is made of-it.” You tell me we. 


know the things of which we have, that which'we call 
a moral certainty, only becauſe they are atteſted to us by 


Perſons whom we. have no cauſe to ſuſpe&, and who. 


tells us they have ſeen them with their own Eyes. 


But tho theſe Perſons be not inany fort faſpe&ed by us, . 
we are-far from being 'ſo' aſſured* of the truth of their. 


Teſtimony, as we are from the Reports of -our Senſes, 


it's impoſſible for us to doubt we ſee, what we do ſee; 
but it's pot impoſſible for us to doubt, whether others. 
have.: 
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have ſeen what mm us. We ce, in this reſpect, the 
bottom of our own Hearts, but we ſee not all that paſſes 
in the Hearts of others. We have great Reaſons to be- 
lieve they do not deceive us ; but theſe Reaſons have not 
the evidence which accompanies this inward ſenſe of 
our own AQtions, which is commonly called Conſcience. 
You made me obſerve, in the foe place, that our 
Senſes do not atteſt to us the truth of things of which 
we have no other Certitude than that we call Moral ; 
whereas we may eaſily havea Moral Certainty of moſt 
things which are atteſted to us by our proper Senſes. 
My Senſes, for example, do not inform me there's a Ct- | 
ty call'd Rome ; wherefore I have no other than a mo- : 
ral Certainty of it. But I do not only know by my own 
Senſes, there is a City call'd Pars, I know it more- 
over, by thoſe - of others, who ſee, and have ſeen t 
it a thouſand times : ſo that I havea double Certain». | 
of the being of this Town, the moral one, and | 1 
that of Senſe. By conſequence, as two is more than | 
one ; {6 that Certainty which is merely Moral, is ne- | F 
t 
a 
t 
0 
© 


ceſſarily inferior to that of the Senſes. Suppoſe, we 
now, they are not our Senſes, but fame other Faculty, 
which makes us immediatly diſcern things ; yet this 
will not hinder us from faying ſtill, That thoſe who are 
aſſured of the Exiſtence of any thing, by the reports of 


this Faculty, whatever it be, have greater certainty of | V 
it, than thoſe who know it only from the Teſtimony of } 0 
thoſe who have informed themſelves by themſelves, and © ci 
from the exerciſe of their own proper Faculties. So | F 
that take it how we will, it is clear, that when we are J tz 
aſſured only morally of a thing, we. are much leſs than # 01 
thoſe on the Teſtimony of whom it is believed: Or to * C 

} Of 


goo better, it is plain, that the moral Certainty do's * 
ſtill ſuppoſe another greater in thoſe whoſe Authority is | 
its Prop and Foundation. 

If | 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 57 


If IT then ſhew you, one may have this kind of Cer- 
titude term'd moral, touching Subſtances, which are no 
longer, or are now in diſtant parts, and where we have 
. never been ; but I do not fay enough, if T ſhew you 
J we may have the higheſt degree of this kind of certain- 
ty, ſhall T not hereby convince you, That the moral 
Certainty is always inferior to that which attends the 
Fun&tions of the natural Faculty, which diſcovers to 
us the difference of Subſtances ? If I do this, Sir, will 

you not be ſatisfied ? 

I ſhall be fully fo, anſwered he ; and I promiſe you, 
that if you prove it me clearly, I ſhall not trouble my 
= ſelf nor you with a Reply. 

n I can eaſily do it, {aid-I; For is it not true, that 

> when any_ one would: make us conceive a moral Cer- 

tainty in the higheſt Point of its Perfe&tion, the com- 

moneſt Examples which are produced, are thoſe of the 

Exiſtence of the City of Rome, to thoſe who have ne- 

ver been there ; that of the Pope, Grand Signior,or Em- 

peror, to thoſe that have never feen them ; and as to 

the paſt, that of Alexander the Great, Ceſar, Pompey, 

and other Hero's of Antiquity. Scarcely any Anthor 

that treats of this Sujeft, but alledges one or the other 

! of theſe Inſtances : Yet the City of Rowe is a Subſtance, 

| or to ſpeak more exaQtly, an heap of Subſtances of ſe- 

! veral kinds. Alexander, Ceſar, Pompey, and all thereſt © 
* of theancient Hero's, were ſomething more than Ac- 
: cidents. And conſequently, had not God given us a 

$ Faculty capable of diſcerning the Subſtances with cer- 

| tainty, there would be no affurance from the Teſtimony 

of thoſe who have ſeen this; and inſtead of a moral 
Certainty,the greateſt which can be imagin'd, we ſhould 

only have a ſlight Opinion, and without Foundation. 

Is it not true, Sir, that we are morally aſſured rhere 
was heretofore at Rhodes m__ Coloſſus of Braſs ; 

| that 
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that there was a ſtately Temple at Epheſus,conſecrated to 
Diana, and at Rome another dedicated to Jupiter ? Have 
we not the like certainty ? that there are {till Pyramids 
of Stone in Egypt of exceſſive heights; that there's a 
Mount in Sicily which vomuts Fire ; that there are Ele- 
phantsin the Indies, Lions in Africk, Crocodiles in the 
Nile? Yet this Coloſſus, theſe Temples, Pyramids, 


Mountain, Lions and Crocodils, what are theſe but Sub- 


ſtances, whoſe Exiſtence is not known to us but by the 
Teſtimony of thoſe who have ſeen them with their own 
Eyes; or, to fay nothing which may move you, who 
perceived them by means of the Faculty which God has 

iven us to know theſe kind of Objetts ? But not to go 
7 far, I now ſhew'd you, that the Truth of the Fats, 
whence are taken the Proofs which eſtabliſh the Divi- 
nity of the Chriſtian Religion, and even of the Jewiſh, 
depends on the faithfulneſs of the Report, which this 
natural Faculty has made of ſeveral Subſtances; and that 
if this Faculty may be herein miſtaken, theſe Proofs are 
in no wiſe convincings Ir being then certain, that we 
are morally aſſured of the Truth of rheſe FaQts, it can- 
not be denied we have a moral Certainty of ſeveral 
Subſtances , and that thoſe who were inform'd of them 
by themſelves, have a greater certainty than we. 

Can you, Sir, now doubt, I have not made good my 
word ? Will you not grant me, that the diſcerning of 
Subſtances, whatever the Faculty 415 whereby this is 
done, is attended with a greater certainty than the mo- 
ralone ? Thus this Faculty telling me the Euchariſt is 
Bread and Wine, and telling it me with all the force 
and conſtancy it is able;is it not apparent there's a clear- 


neſs in its Evidence far greater than that in the Proofs 


of Chriſtianity ? Do's not my Proof then return with * 
its full ſtrength. and convictions ? May I not always ſay, ' 
| Thay 
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concerning Tranſubſtantiation; 


That Tranſubſtantiation is oppoſed with greater 
ſtrength of Argument, than the Chriſtian Religion is 
defended with * : | 

We are agreed, that the Proofs for Chriſtianity have 
only'a moral Evidence ; and I now ſhewed you, That 
that which perſwades us the Euchariſt is Bread and 
Wine, is far more certain than what is morally ſo. 
Can you, after this, deny that there 1s not greater cer- 
tainty in what combats Tranſubſtantiation, than in 
what eſtabliſhes the Truth of Chriſtian Religion ? Can 
70u deny that that which is more than ſufficient toeſta- 
pliſh the Truth of Chriſtian Religion, diſcharged of 
Tranſubſtantiation, is too weak to maintain it, grant- 
ing Tranſubſtantiation to be one of the rines 
which ſhe requires to be believed ? 

You ſee then, Sir, the fruitlefſneſs of your Anſwer ; 


you ſee it lets my two Proofs ſubſiſt in their full * 


ſtrength ; you ſee, that whether it be the Senſes or 
Reaſon which make us know and diſcern the Subſtan- 
ces, we have {till cauſe to believe the Euchariſt is Bread 
and Wine ; and that this Perſwaſion cannot be rendred 
doubtful and uncertain, without ſhaking the whole 
Foundation of Chriſtianity, and without giving the 
Infidels an infallible means of triumphing over this Ho- 
ly Religion. 

Mr. N. was about forming an Anſwer, when he was 
hindred by the arrival of one of my Friends who came 
from a long Voyage, and whoſe return was a ſurprize 
to me : I was much joyed to ſee him. But Mr. VN. to 
whom he was a Stranger, took hence an occaſion to be 
gone, without informing me of his thoughts on what 
I told him. 
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CONFERENCE IV. 
The Third Proof, That Tranſubſtantiation eſtabliſhes 
Scepticiſm in its full perfettion ; and eſpecially de- 
ſtroys the certainty of Demonſtration. 


ference had on Mr. N. I was moreover willing to 


J Was very deſirous to: know what effe& my laſt con- 


ſhew him my third Proof: Whereupon I went to 

-his Houſe, where he received me with his uſual civili- 
ty ; and our Diſcourſe having inſenſibly led us to Mat- 
ters of Religion, TI took the liberty to ask him, Whe- 
ther he had throughly conſidered what had paſt in our 
foregoing Debates ? * | 
e hereupon ingenuouſſy acknowledg'd, He could 
find no means todefend againſt my Inſtances the Anſwer 
he had made me, nor how to offer me better. Yet he 
added, he was ſo perſwaded of the truth of his Belief, 
That he would rather yield up to'me Mr. Hue:'s Proofs, 
than to imagin the whole Church could be deceived in 
ſo important a Matter as that of the Sacrament. In 
efteR, ſaid he to me, What hurt can there be in lay- 
ing, this Author has 1ll defended a good Cauſe, and 
made uſe of falſe reaſonings for the maintaining of the 
Truth ? What do you ſay, Sir ? faidT; you ask me, What 
hurt there can be in what you fay? I affirm to you, 
that nothing can be worſe. For, Sir, I would not have 
ou miſtaken, Mr. Huet's Proofs are not of his invention : 
e only digeſted them into order, ſtrengthened and illu- 
 vivar'f them with curious Remarks and preſſing Conſj- 
derations : and as to the main of them, he has taken 
then out of Authors that have wrote on that Subject 
betore 
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concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 61 
before 'bim:: 'and indeed he has alſo commendably taken 
them from-the difcourſesof the'Prophets, and the Son 
of God hinvfelf, and his Apoſtles. | 
Chrift himſelf is the frit that has uſed theſe Proofs. 
He ſeveral times alledg'd the PrediQtions of the Pro- 
phets ; and as oft did cite his Miracles. He alledg': 
his Reſwrrettion ; and theſe were his ftrongeſt Artns . 
his greateſt Arguments. - He made uſe of them to ſtor: 
the mouths of the Scribes and Phariſees, whom he 
look'd upon as his profeſt Enemies. He uſed them to 
r{wade the multitudes which follow*d him ; and who 
heceby in ſome ſort ſhew'd. their readinels to receiye his , awadis 
Do&rine. Believe: me (4) for my Works, ſaid he to C9 &, John | 
them. And in another place (6b), The Works which T db, *- 35: 
bear teſtimony of me. 
He uſed them-to confirm the Paith of his Diſciples, 
and oppoſes'this alone to the Temptations which ſhook 
them. ((c)'O fools, \and flow of heart, to believe al that C) Luke 24. 
the Prophtrs have ſpoken. Ought' not Chrift 't0' have. ute $5 005 27. 
fered theſe things, and to enter into his Glory ? Then 
lays St. Luke, beginning at Moſes and all the, Prophets, he 
expounded to them in all the Seriptnres, rhe things Cojicer- 
aivg -himfelf..' ' And when St: Fohn the Baptiſt ſent tq 
him' tris Diſciples:to demand of him, whether he was 
the: Mefras ? he: gave them for his full aofwer theſe 
words, (d) Go 41d tell John what you' ſee and hear, (4) Nat. xi, 
TheBlind veagwen Weir Sight; the Lame walk, the Lepers ® 
ard cleans dy thb'Deaf Hear, the "Dead are riſen,” hay. the 
Gofpet if preachtd'to-the Poor! VO vx I 
> The Apoſtks "have" herein 'imitated their Maſter as 
well as in other things'3- one-of - them declaring; at the | 
end of his Goſpel (e) That he-wrote the. Miracles gf C/) Jomnx* 
the'Son-of'Gdd, \that we might tctieve Thar, Jeſus 3 the | 
the Chriſt,” the $on' of God ; -and.rhat believing we. might 
bave Life thnongh $## Nemre! The Fathers baye followed 
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theſe incomparable Guides. The modern Authors 
have trod in their ſteps. Ask me now, Sir, then no 
more what hurt there is in ſaying, Mr. Hyet's Proofs 
be of no weight. I dare ſay they be not only valid, 
but that he can not be a Chriſtian who naturally denies 
them. . | 

Your Anſwer is alſo attended with this Vexation, 
that 'tis equally injurious to the Wiſdom of God, ang 
to the Memory of thoſe who have hitherto embraced the 
Profeſhon of the Truth. For as to the firſt, if the ac- 
complithmeat of the ancient Prophecies, the Miracles of 
our Saviour and his Apoſtles, do prove nothing, Where- 
fore did God take that careto performthem? And whom 


- will you perſwade that he rais'd up ſuch a long train of 


Prophets, ſo many times forced Nature, and overthrew 
the ancienteft and firmeſt of its Laws;and that he did all 
this,I ſay, for nothing, without any Neceſſity, any Rea- 
or Profit ? Is thisthe CharaGer of the Divine Wiſdom, 
which commonly arriving at the greateſt Ends, by the 
ſmalleſt and moſt contemptible Means in appearance, 
muſt needs be far from uſing ſuch great ones,and ſetting 
at work ſuch Machinsto do nothing ? | 

I ſay,moreover, that your Anſwer is-injurious to an in- 
finitenumber of Chriftians. How many havethere been 
ſince the Birth of Chriſtianity whohave embraced this 
Holy Religion, by being convinc'dof its truth by proofs 
of the ſame qature of. Mr. Huet's? I mean, by the con- 
ſideration of the Prophecies of 'the Old-and New 'Te« 
ftament, and the Miracles of Chriſt and. his Apoſtles. 
If what you-ſay be true, they have been ſimple and foo- 
liſh People,who have yielded toſuchthingsas they ought 
to have deſpiſed. Their Faith, was not a ſolid Perſwa- 


© fion, but-a fond Belief, more worthy of: blame, than 


praiſe ; and.thus lightly believing,. they. have ſhew'd 
themſelyes of the number of thole mention'd by the Son 
of Sirach. Qui cito credunt leves ſunt carae. And 
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concerniug Tranſubſtantiation. 


And further;If Miracles beof no value,why do you re- 
quire them of us? Why will you have our firſt Reformers 
rejected for this very Reafon? Why do you reje& Peo- 
ple, and rejet them without hearing them, as they 
think they ought to be; and that for this only reaſon, 
that they wanted an unneceſſary thing, and a Proof 
which concludes nothing ? Is not this, I appeal to your 
ſelf, very ſtrange ? 

Ina word, Sir, if Mr, Hyet's Proofs be not good,where 
ſhall we find better ? What can we fay to the Ifidels, to 
bring them to the knowledg of the Truth ? And with 
what ſucceſs ſhall we labour for their converſion ? 

We ſhall not want Proofs, nor Means, ſaid Mr. N. we 
ſhall have the Proofsof Reaſon, taken from the nature of 
the Chriſtian DoQtrine it ſelf, the Truth, Sublimity and 
Purity of its Precepts ; and from the conformity it has 
with the common notions which the corruption of our 
Nature has left us, and ſome other ſuch like Conſidera- 
tions, which do not depend on Arguments of Senſe. 

W ho has told you, Sir, replied I, that theſe kind of 
Proofs are proper to convert all ſorts of Infidels, without 
exceprion? Can you deny what even thoſe who would 


make the beſt of them, have expreſly remark'd (f), That cf) ci 
they area little abſtratted,and require not only ſome ap. Como 


' plication of Mind, but moreover greater light and pene- 
tration of thought than the Vulgar is commonly endued 
with? Yet we muſt convert the Laplanders, the wild 
Iriſh, and Cannibals, which is to ſay, brutiſhPeople, and 
ſuch about whom it has been — in the Schools of 
Spain, whether they have the uſe of Reaſon, and whe- 
ther they be of the ſame kind with other Men. What 
way then have you for the inftrutting them in 
things which ſurpaſsthe Capacity of our Tradeſmen and 
Peaſants ? But what will you ſay, if T ſhew you, That 
your Tranſubſtantiation deſtroys theſe kind of Proofs; 
as 
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aswell as Mr. Huer's? Will you not grant me after this, 
that this is a very dangerous Dodtrine, and that you 
cannot ſoon enough retrench it from the number of 
thoſe Truths which are taught by Chriſtianity ? Yet I 
can eſtabliſh more than this; For I can ſhew, that your 


- Belief baniſhes Certainty from the As of Reaſon, as 


well as from thoſe of Senſe, I can ſhew you irſ:tsopen 
a large Door to Pyrrhoni/m, whereby it may abſolutely 
reign in the World, there being nothing which caa 
be reaſonably oppoſed againſt it. 

' You ſee, Sir, *tis impoſſible toſay any thing of greater 
force againſt your Doctrine. For Scepticiſm, is the laſt 
and preateſt irregularity, whereintoReaſon can throw 
it ſelt; All others appear to me ſlight in compariſon of 
this. And ſo much the rather, becauſe all others may 
be cured ; whereas this is without remedy. In effe&t, 
the Sceptics doubting of every thing,and agreeing in no- 
thing, they give no hold to thoſe whoſe who would 
reduce them. So that *«ts impoſſible to diſpute re- 
gularly with them. Foras Motion cannot be made but 
upon ſomething that's immovable ; ſo a Diſpute muſt 
turn on ſomething which is indiſputable; What way is 
there then to diſpute againſt a Man who doubts of all; 
and not only doubts, whether what you tell him be true, 
but doubts moreover whether you do tell him of it ; 
whether he hears it, yea whether he donbts of it? As 
for my part, I regard all the reaſonings of thoſe whoun- 
dertake to convince Sceptics, as a perpetual begging of 
the Queſtion. For, in fine, 'tis impoſſible to reaſon 
againſt them, without laying down ſomething which 
they will not grant ; becauſe that in effe&, theſe People 
agreeing 1n nothing, and it being 10 the mean time im- 
impoſlible to reaſon, withour laying down ſomething, 
it's clear there's no reaſoning againſt them, withour 
granting what's in queſtion, which 1s one of the grea- 
ret ſaults a Man thar argues can fall into, It's 
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concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 

Tt's then impoſſible fairly to deny what I faid, when 1 
affirm'd, That 7ranſub/tantiation opens a door to Scepti- 
ciſm ; 'and puts men into a neceſlity of denying every 
thing. What I faid at firſt, is a ſmall matter ; that it 
makes void Mr.Fuet's proofs ; it ſpares none, overthrow« 
ing generally, and without exception, whatever eſtabli> 
ſhes the truth of Chriſtian Religion. So that if I juſtifie 
this, as I am perfwaded l eaſily can, I ſhall be ſorry to 
add any thing to the proof, which this alone furniſhes 
me with. In effect thoſe who ſhall be capable of digeſt- 
ing this, may digeſt every thing. 

I believe you arc in the right, ſaid Mr, N. and I do 
acknowledg, if you can convince: me 7 rauſubſtantiation 
draws along with it Scepticiſm,you will make me ſuſpect 
it. In effect I conceive nothing more dangerous, nor at 
the ſame time ſo ridiculous as Scepticiſm ; and you can 
never ſpeak any thing too bad of it, which I will not ſub- 
ſcribe to. But I do not much fear your proving what 
you talk of. 

And I for my part, faid I, do not doubt, but I ſhall 
do it. Shall I not do it, if I convince you, that in ad- 
mitting Tranſub/tantiation one is engaged not to rely 
on any evidence, be it of what kind it will. For in ſhort, 
Sir, you know the whole diſpute with the Sceptics, 
is to know, Whether there be any thing certain. The 
Sceptics abſolutely deny this. We, as to our parts, -at- 
firm, That as there are things doubtful, and uncertain; 
ſo there are ſome we are ſure of, and which one may and 
ought to believe ; and when we be asked , what thoſe 
things be? we anſwer, they are preciſely thoſe which are 
evident. Becauſe that in effe&t, according to us, the 
evidence of a thing, is the foundation of its certainty, 
and infallible mark 'of its truth, The Sceptics on-the 
contrary ſay, that evidence and falſity have nothing in- 
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confiſtent; that they may be found together, and there. 
fore to conclude a thing to be true, becauſe of its being 
evident, is ill reaſoning, and an expoſing of ones ſelf to 
manifeſt danger of being deceiv'd. 

So that the whole amounts to this, Whether one may, 
or _ to rely on the evidence of a thing, as an in- 
fallible mark of truth > For if we cannot, the Sceptics 
have reaſon , and we can offer nothing againſt them. 
And conſequently, if I ſhew you, that in granting Tram 
ſubſtantiation, there is no evidence of whatever rank it 
may be, which does not conſiſt very well with error and 
falſity ; Now ſhall I not hereby ſhew you, that this Do- 
Qtrine draws after it the whole train of Sceptical doubts 2 

al ſuppoſe then a man muſt be a perfe& Scepric, or 
none at all. For the mitigations which ſome would intro- 
duce, be abſolutely ridiculous. For in fine,we muſt aſſure 
our ſelves of whatever is evident, or aſſure our ſelves 
of nothing, ſeeing we cannot aſſure our ſelves of any 
thing but on the account of its evidence, And con- 
ſequently , if evidence be the lawful ground of certi- 
tude, we muſt be ſure of whatever is evident, and put 
away all Scepticiſm without reſerve. On the contrary, if 


the evidence of a thing be not ſufficient to produce a cer- 


tainty of it, we can be ſure of nothing ; we muſt be per- 
fe Sceptics, and never believe or. do any thing. So 
that all thoſe who are not perfet and compleat Scep- 
tics , are not Sceptics at all, ſeeing they part with the 
fundamental maxim of their ridiculous Syttem. 

I agree with you in all this, fays Mr. N. and will ac- 
quit you of your promiſe, if you ſhow me that 7ran- 
ſubſtantiation ſeparates. Evidence trom Truth. This is no 
hard matter to do, reply'd I, for in ctfe& I know but 
two ſorts of evidences, the one which ſtrikes the ſenſes, 
the other which is perceiv'd by the mind. I have ſhew'd 

you 
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you that if Tranſub/tantiation takes place, the firſt is a 
moſt unfaithful Note of the Truth. I have ſhew'd you, 
that amongſt this great multitude of things, which 
ſtrike the ſenſes, there is not perhaps one which they 
do more diſtin&ly perceive, than the matter of the Eu- 
chariſt. I have ſhew'd you, that 'tis an obje&t which 
ſhews it ſelf, not only to one or two of our ſenſes, as 
moſt of thoſe things do which make us apprehend them; 
but generally and without exception, all thoſe which 
God has given us. I have ſhewd you, That they all 
unanimouſly do depoſe, that 'tis Bread and Wine ; and 
that whatever precaution they uſe to hinder themſelves 
from being deceived, they all find the fame thing, and 
never change their lgnguage. This then being a thing 
which you do believe to be falſe ; and in effect it cannot 
be true, if your 7ranſubſtantiation be receiv'd, you ſee 
my only task is to convince you, That according to 
your Principles, this firſt kind of evidence may lead us 
into error. | 

I am not agreed in that, reply'd he: For tho our 
ſenſes may deceive us in the Euchariſt, they deceive us 
only in reſpect of the ſubſtance therein contained ; but 
will make us faithful reports'on the accidents. And you 
know our Divines and Philoſophers confine the certainty 
of the ſenſes to the bare accidents : By which means, 
there lyes open a large field for Theſe faculties to exerciſe 


| their functions in, without running a risk of being 
. miſtaken. 


This field, ſaid I to him, is not ſo vaſt as it appears 


not pretend the ſenſes have certainty in reſpect of all 
ſorts of accidents, without exception. They count two 
different ranks, the one which are only perceiv'd by one 
ſenſe, as Colours by the Sight, Sounds by the Ear, _ 

I 2 | y 
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by the Smell. The others which are perceiv'd by more 
. than one ſenſe, as Greatneſs, Scituation, Figure, Motion. 
They call the firſt proper Objets, and the fecond com- 
mon ones. They add, that the report of our ſenſes is not 
certain, but only in reſpect of their. proper Objeds ; but 
as to the common ones, they may eaſily be d&ceived. 
Here's then the certainty of the Senſes reduced. to half 
the ſize you-gave 1t. But this 1s not all, for Be/armin 
ſtops not here. He moreover diſtinguiſhes the judgments 
we may make on the proper Objects of our Senſes in Ge- 
nerals, and in Particulars. For example,when we ſee a Co- 
lour, we may fay firſt in general of it, This i a colour, 
mt a. ſcent or ſavour. We may ſay likewiſe in particular, 
This ts ſuch' a colour, 'tis white or red, not green or black. 
He tells us the Senſes are not certain but in the firſt of 
theſe judgments, they often deceiving us in the ſecond. 
See, Sir, whereunto this Doctrine reduces the certainty 
of the Senſes. For my part, I could like as well he ſhould 
take 'em quite away. - In effect Bellarmin takes from the 
number of things of which the Senſes may give us ſome 
aſſurance, firſt all ſubſtances; in the ' ſecond place, all 
the accidents which are perceivd by more than one 
Senſe ; in the third place, 'the particular deſignation of 
proper Objeds, and he leaves them no other certain 
function than that of diſtinguiſhing the proper Objects 
of one ſenſe from thoſe &f another Senſe, as Colour trom 
Scent, and the Smell from the Sound. | 

Yet it happens, that all the late Philoſophers affirm; 
That this funtion, to which alone Be/armin grants 
ſome certainty, is the moſt uncertain ; or to ſpeak better, 


the moſt deceitful of all. They affirm, That that which. 


we perceive by the Senſes,is commonly but one and the 
ſame modus, to wit, the figure, which when it is brought 
to the light, is call'd Colour ; when it moves the Fibres 
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concerning Tranſubſlantiation. 
of the Tongue, or OlfaQory Nerves, is called Savour, 'or 
Odor; and when 'tis felt by the Hand, it takes the name 
of Roughneſs or Smoothnelſs. 

Joyn we now theſe two Opinions together , 
that of Bellarmin , and that of theſe late Philoſophers, 
where ſhall we be? and of what ſhall we be certain? We 
may now then doubt whether it be day, whether we 
fir, whether you ſee me, and I you. We may 
doubt whether_amongſt this great number of things, 
which inceſſantly imploy. us, and which are the ties and 
foundations of Society , whether Civil or Eccleſiaſtic , 


there be one ſingle one which ſubſiſts elſewhere than in 


our magination. _ 
But 'tis not neceſlary to joyn Be//armin's opinion with 
that of the Modern Phloſophers, to find therein the entire 


ruin of Societies and Religion : The firſt alone 1s more - 


than ſufficient to work this diſmal effet. The certain- 
ty heallows is ſo fmall, and of fo little uſe, either for the 
Chriſtian or Religious lite, or the Civil, or even for the 
Natural and Animal one, that in lofing the certainty 
which we thought we had till now in the reſt, it may be 
faid we'loſe all. What ſignifies the diſtinguiſhing to us of 
a Colour from an Odor,or Savour trom a Sound? And ta 


what uſe may all this ſerve? It more concerns us to diſtin» 


guiſh three ſorts of objeds, Perſons, Actians,and Things, 
underftanding by this laſt word, all the ſubſtances which 
are not endued with. reaſon and intelligence, as Meats, 
Payſons, Remedies, Habits, Arms, Working-tools, Plants, 
Animals, and fuch like things. 

Theſe are ſuch things as moſt concern us to know, 


being things about which we are continually conver-. 
fant, and whereon depends, not only the preſervation - 
of life, and the commerce of Society, but what is more,.. 


Yer. 


our everlaſting Salvation. 
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Yet according to Be/larmin,nothing of all this is certain. 
We may be miſtaken in every thing, ſeeing all this corf- 
ſiſts either in ſubſtances, or in the common Objects of 
our Senfes, or in proper Objects, of which we muſt have 
4 particular knowledg; which is to ſay,in ſo many things 
as tis impoſſible to be aſſured of , it Be/larmiy be to be 
believed. What contuſion, what a Chaos 1s'this 2 We had 
as good be all blind, deaf and dumb; we had as good 
have had no Senlcs, or that there were nothing out of us 
which our Senſes could percerve. 

But the truth of it is, Theſe are but meer whimſes, 
which have no grounds. For provided we obſerve the 
precautiongalready mentioned,and which all Philoſophers 
agree in, our Senſes will never deceive us in any of theſe 
kind of Objects; we ſhall find an unequal certainty eve- 
ry where. Let us then judg in efftet by every thing 
which ſerves for a foundation to the firmneſs of our per- 
ſwaſions, by the inclination we have to conceive them, 
by the conformity of our Sentiments with thoſe of others, 
and by the obſervations we have made on the truth of 
what we think of them, and we.hall find a perfect equa- 
lity in the reports of our Senſes, on all theſe Objects. 

For to ſpeak only now to the chief part of your An- 
ſwer, I firſt affirm, 'twill be as difficult for you to per- 
ſwade your ſelf, that what you hold in your hand, is not 
a Glove, but a Stone, _ or Sword, as to think it 
has no colour or ſcent; a 
the firſt of theſe judgments is moſt uncertain; there being 
only the ſecond, wherein he will allow any certainty. 
And I affirm, you doubt as little of the firſt,as the ſecond; 
and that all the world makes the fame; judgment with 
_ : and in fine, that there are not more inſtances to 

given, which ſhew we be deceived in the diſcerning 


of ſubſtances, than in the general or particular judg- 
ments 


tho, according to Bellarmin, 
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ments which are made of thoſe qualities that are the pro- 
per Objects of our Senſes ; ſo that we muſt grant there's 
certainty in all theſe things,or in none of them;whereby 
twill appear, that all theſe different reſtrictions which 
have ſeem'd ſo neceſſary to Be/larmin , are very unnecef- 
fary and ill-appli'd. This is ſo manifeſt, that I need not in- 
ſiſt any longer on it, but paſs on to the ſecond kind of 
evidence. 

" And this moreover is double : In effect there be 
certain things which are evident in themſelves, and 'tis 
ſufficient to comprehend them,and to know the true ſig- 
nification of the terms they are wont to be expreſſed by, 


' to perſwade our ſelves immediately of them without any 


arguing. Their own proper light forces the moſt obſti- 
nate to receive them ; and tho perhaps a man may diſac- 
knowledg them in words, yet he ſhall believe them in 
his heart. Such are'the firſt principles of Sciences, and 
the reſt of thoſe certain Truths, in which all the world 
agree, That one and one are two:That the whole is Bigger than 
a part : That if we take equal numbers from equal numbers, 
obo remains will be evey. | 

The other Truths are thoſe, which being obſcure in 
themſelves, and conſequently eaſily denied when propoſed 
without proof, become evident, when it's ſhewed they 
have a neceſfary and indiſſoluble tye with thoſe other 
Truths I have already mention'd, and whereof | have 
ſaid, That they gain reception by their own luſtre,which 
is the natural and ordinary effect of Demonſtrations, 

I pretend, that 7ranſub/tantiation does equally over- 


throw the certainty which ariſes trom this double evi- 


dence ; and [ hope to ſhew you this my pretenſion is well 
grounded. I begin at the evidence of the ſecond rank,and 
ſhall make it appear, That 'tis not long of Tranſub/tants: 
ation, 1f all Demonſtrations be not falſe ; becauſe in —_ 
there 
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- there are an infinite number of *em which would become 


ſo, were this Doqtrine true. 


** Conimb. in 
lib. r. poſt. 
Anal. cap. 7. 
queſr.2. Arr.2, 


It's firſt of all certain, That the nature and property 
of things, is the vaſt Field of Demonſtrations. This 
kind of reaſoning ſets on the proving” ſometimes the Ef- 
ſence by the Properties, and ſometimes the Properties 


by the Eſſence; and again ſometimes 'an unknown or 


conteſted Property, by another which is more known 
and unqueſtionable This being granted, the only Foun- 
dation of theſe three ſorts of Demonſtrations, is the 
Connettion of Propertie's with one another, and of all 
of *em together with the Eſſence. For might one ſe- 
parate all this, and the Eſſence could be without the 
Properties, or the Properties without the Eſlence, or 
each of theſe Properties without any one of the others, 
there could be no Demonſtration made on this Subject; 
and the Reaſonings which ſhall be uſed to prove one of 
theſe things by the other , would amount to no more 
than probable Arguments, like thoſe drawn from what 
they call common Accidents. And therefore the Jeſuits 
of Coximbre affirm *, That the ConneQion of Properties 
with their Subjects, is the true obje&t of Sciences. They 
fay this ConneCtion is indifſoluble, even in. reference to 
the power of God, and they prove it by this Reaſon, 
That if God could ſeparate theſe things, Science might 
happen to be falfe ; which appear'd to them abſurd and 
contraditory. 

If then 7 anſubRantiation do's actually ſeparate the 
Properties from one another, and altogether from the 
Eſſence; if it grants ſome of theſe Properties without 
the others; if it grants ſome one of 'em, .or all of 'em 
together without the Eſſence; in fine, if it grants the 


'Eſtence without the Properties ; its clear, it faps the 


.Foundations of moſt Demonſtrations, and brings it to 


paſs 
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paſs that nothing ſhall be more eafie than to make great 
numbers. of them”, according to all the Forms and Con- 
ditions which the Logzcians do require ; yet, which ſhall 
be all Fallacies and Deceits. 
It's certain your belict makes this great ſeparation, 
and your Doctors themſelves do not deny it *, For ex- , yu 
ample, it's commonly believ'd that the natural proper- difput.187.c2. 
ties of a Body are Extenſion, Divifion, Motion, Impe- n. 13. 
netration, taking up a place, &c. All the Philoſophers 
Books are full of this kind of ſtuff. And therefore the 
knowledg of Phyſics, which ought chiefly to endeavour 
at the diſcovery of the Properties of the Natural Body, 
which is its Obje&t , makes of this very thing, one of 
the conſiderable of its Treatiſes, and never fails to bring 
it after that of its Principles, which is the firſt. 
We believe 'tis the very eſſence of Accidents, to be 
actually in their Subject. You do not grant this ; yet 
you grant, if this be not the eſſence of Accidents, yet 
*tis at leaſt a Property of them : You believe it the Pro- 
perties of Quantity, to be meafured, to be equal, and 
proportionable to the place it poſſeſſes. 
. Here are ſeveral Properties ; yet, Sir, you ſeparate 
them all from their Subjeds ; and conſequently from the 
eſſence whence they flow. Suppoſing, as you do,the exiſt- 
ence of the Accidents of the Bread without a Subject, 
you maintain ſomething that has extent, that is diviſible, 
moveable, figured, impenetrable, and which poſlefles a 
place, and yet this muſt not be Body all this while. 
Which is to fay, you ſhall grant at once fix different 
Properties of a Natural Body, ſeparated from this gu 
and conſequently from its eſſence, which 1s yet the only 
ſpring from whinia they flow. 
Eſtabliſhing the Body of Jeſus Chriſt in the Euchariſt 
afrer the manner of Spirits, you ſtrip it of its diviſibi- 
K ty; 
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lity, its impenetrability, and its locality ;- which is to 
fay, you hereby affirm the Eſſence to be ſeparated from 
three of its moſt Eiſcntial Properties. Leaving to this 
Body its Quantity, you ſeparate this Quantity trom the 
ſeveral Properties, which accompany 1t every where 
elſe, the diviſibility, umpenetrability, the aptitude to be 


- 


meaſured, to polleſs a place, &c. 

Suppoſing the Accidents of Bread and Wine without 
a Subje&t, you do moreover ſuppoſe the Eſſence of theſe 
kind of Beings, without the moſt Eſſential of their Pro- 
perties. 

You will have Chriſts Body in the Euchariſt to retain 
ſome of the Properties of the Natural Body,as Quantity, 
Figure, &-c. And loſe others, as Diviſibility, Impenetra- 
bility, the manner of being circumſcriptively in a place, 
Gc. which is to fay, you ſeparate the Properties from 
one another. Hereby then you deſtroy the connexion 
of Properties between one another, and with their Eſ- 
ſence ; which as I faid juſt now, is the foundation of moſt 
Demonſtrations.. So that all thoſe which may be made 
on this Principle, and which Ari/totle would have lookt 
upon as convincing and unanſ{werable proofs, are in our 
hands but trivial Conjetures, and bare Probabilities. 

Will you have (beſides this) Examples, which juſtifie 
this truth? Shall I give you Demonſtrations, which all 
Philoſophers, even your own, have ever reſpeQed as very 


* Suarez Mer. ſolid ones ; which yet are but meer Sophiſms granting 


diſp.1. n.4. 


Tranſubſantiation ? Ts. it not true, that your Suarez * 
proves there are Subſtances, becauſe there are Accidents ? 
There are Accidents, fays he, there muſt then be Sub- 
ſtances. He ſays this 1s a neceſſary conſequence ; and 
ſhews it to be fo in the ſequel by Conſiderations which 
perhaps I may hereafter mention. But what can be falſer 
than this, if there can be Accidents without a Subject, as 
your Tra»ſub/tantiation ſuppoles 2? All 


 roncerning Tranſubſtantiation. _ 
All Philoſophers both Ancient and Modern, Ari/tote- | 
dians, and Cartefrans *, intending to advance further, ME. m_ 
and prove the exiſtence of Matter,or Corporal Subſtance, Perer PhyClib 
propoſe three things obſervable in nature. The fr/t,that 5capy 
there happens in it Accidental changes, that that which S947Met Dilp, 


. I3. Sect, I, 
was black becomes white, what was cold becomes hot ; conimb. in 1. 


| and the ſecond, that there happen Subſtantial changes , Piayl. caps. 


there being of wood made fire; and that from a Seed (ZEA 


{prings up a Tree ; and the 7hird, That all this is done Quzſc.1. Peri 
by Natural Agents, whole forces are limited, * - "m_ = 
Whence they conclude, There muſt be neceſſarily Robes Proc 
ſome matter which is the Subject of all theſe ſeveral part 1. cap6: 
changes, and on which the Natural cauſes may act. They 
pretend this proof 1s demonſtrative, and that nothing 
can be offered againſt it. But all this having place in the 
Euchariſt, it's clear there muſt be ſaid one of theſe two 
things, Either that this proof is not good, or that the. 
Subſtance of the Bread and Wine remains in the Sacra- 
ment. | 
The Cartefrans pretend to demonſtrate the Immorta- 
lity of the Soul, by ſhewing it to be diſtin from the 
Body ; and they imagine to prove this diſtin&tion by ſay- 
ing that Thought, which is a modification of the Soul, 
is no Material thing. Which they afterwards prove by 
this reaſon, That one may deny Thought whatever ap- 
pertains to the Body, as to be,long, large and deep, to 
be of ſuch and fuch a figure, to be diviſible, &c. yet 
without deſtroying for this the notion we have of 
Thought. 
Bur can we not deny all this of the Body of Chriſt 
in the Euchariſt, though it be Material, and not a Spi- 
rit2 Here's then another deceitful Demonſtration if your 
Tranſubſtantiation has place. | 
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Theſe Philofophers make great reckoning of a proof 
which they uſe againſt the Yacuum of the Epicureans : 
They affirm that to ſuppoſe a Yacuum, is to contradict 
ones ſelf, becauſe fay they, that a Yacuum, if there be 
one, muſt be extenſive in length, largenefs and depth. 
But ſuppoſing ir, this would be a Body ; for a Body ac- 
cording to them, 1s nothing elſe, but that which 1s ex- 
tended in length, largeneſs and depth. So that were it a 
Body, 'twould not be a Vacuum. To ſuppoſe then a Yq 
' cuum, 15 to contradict ones own Suppoſition. The Carte- 
ans affirm nothing can oppoſe this proof. Yet is it falle, 
if TrauſubFantiation be true. For there is, according to 
you, in the Euchariſt ſomething extenſive, ſomething 

| that is long, large and deep, and,yet not a Body. 
The Peripatetics, fays Mr. N. admit not of this prqot, 
and it does not oppoſe the manner in which the Cartefi- 
ans explain 7ranſub/tantiation ; for you kY«: they will 
not grant, That the Accidents of Bread and Wine ſub- 

{fiſt without a Subject. | 

This is true, reply'd I to him. But firſt the exiſtence of 
Accidents without a Subject, is however oppoſed by a 
proof, which the Cartefrans reſpe as demonſtrative. And 
then the manner in which the Cartefrans explain what 
you fay God does in the Euchariſt, ruins the moſt part 
of their Phyſical Demonſtrations ; as others have obſer- 
*5ce theTrea- ved * before me. 
nc of theau- So that you cannot deny but this Doctrine overthrows 
==" Pr" the certainty of Demonſtrations. But this ought not 
much to ſurprize you, ſecing your Belict overthrows the 

chiefeſt and moſt unqueſtionable of all Principles. 
I was about proving this, when was hindred by a Meſ- 
ſage from a Gentleman. I deſired Mr. N. to permit me to: 
write an Anſwer to it, who yielding to my requeſt, our 


converſation was by this means interrupted for {ſome itort 
time. CO N- 


*. 
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CONFERENCE V. 


Wherein is finally ſhew'd, That Tranſubſtan- 
tiation eſtabliſhes Scepticiſm ; and abſo- 
utely defiroys the certainty of firſt Prin- 
ciples. 


S ſoon as I had ended my Anſwer, I rejoyn'd Mr. N. 
and reaſſumed our former Diſcourſe. You have 
not forgotten where we left off, {gid I to him preſent- 
ly. I had undertook to ſhew you, That Tranſubſtan- 
tiation eſtabliſhes Scepticiſm at "es Pat length ; and ab- 
ſolutely overthrows the certainty of our Notices. [I 
have tſhew'd it in reſpe&t of thoſe which arife from our 
ſenſes. I afterwards juſtified it on the ſubje&t of De- 
monſtrations ; ſo that I have only now to ſhew you, 
That this Doctrine does not ſpare the cleareſt and moſt 
unqueſtionable of all the Principles. I ſhall now prove 
to you, That if your Belief takes place, the moſt cer» 
tain of theſe Maxims will be found falſe ; and conſe- 
quently the reſt, which depend thereon, and which at 
moſt have not more evidence than this firſt, will be 
doubtful and uncertain. 
This ſurpriſes you without doubt, and you imagine 
[ undertake a ftrange task. Yet I hope ealily to acquit 
my .ſelf of it. Only inform me which 6ft thoſe great 
Truths you may make moſt account of. 
This has been a matter of ſome cont: |, replicd he 
to me; I was taught in the Colledge, that* the firſt and 
tlic 
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the moſt certain of all the Principles is this great Maxim, 
That it is impoſlible the ſame thing can be, and cannot be : 
Or to expreſs it in another manner, That it is imp: ſible 
for two contradiftory Propoſiticus to be true at the ſame 
time. T have been always told this is the firſt ſtep our 
mind takes in the ſearch of Truth, and at the fame time 
the laſt thing we find when we ſearch after the foundati- 
ons of our Perſwaſions. 
* See the Arr Yet the Carteftans do not grant this * ; they are a- 
of Thinking, greed indeed that this Maxim 1s certain and unqueſtion- 
5, &. © able; for who dares deny it? But they affirm 'tis of no 
| :great uſe, and however, not the firſt ot all Principles. 
They prefer this other Maxim before it: Oxze may affirm 
of each thing, whatever is contain'd in the diſtinit Idea we 
have of tt. 
For my part, I tink it an eaſy thing to = them. 
The Carteftans Printiple is undoubtedly the firſt of At- 
firmatives, and the fitteſt to prove Poſitive Truths. 
But that of the Schools is the firſt of the Negatives, 
and the propereſt to deſtroy Errors and Fallity. 
I am eaſily of your mind, replied I, But I muſt add, 
That 7ranſubſtantiation do's abſolutely overthrow both 
bl one and the other of theſe two Axioms; as well as a 
great many others, whoſe certainty 1s very near that of 
theirs. Which I ſhall now prove to you, beginning at 
the Principle of the Carteſtans, on which I ſhall not long 
inſiſt. Mr. Rohaut ſhews in the beginning of his Trea - 
* Roh. Phyſ. tiſe of Phyſics *, That 'tis impoſſible to conceive di- 
part. 1. chap.7. ſtintly matter, without conceiving 'tis extended in 
length, largeneſs and depth ,* that it is figured, and im- 
penetrable. I relate not his Words to you; you may 
read them in his Chapter of Matter. 
Yet you do not believe our Saviours Body is impene- 
trable in the Euchari/#, You belicve tis there aſter the 
manner 
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concerning Tranſubſtantiation. 

manner of Spirits, totum in toto, & totum in qualibet 
parte. For%hus has the Council of Trent defined it. As 
to Figure, I do not know how it can be given to a 
Body, whoſe parts are penetrable, and enter into one 
another. In fine, I do not underſtand how length can 
be attributed to it, or largeneſs, or depth ; for what 
wou'd be the length, largeneſs and depth, which wou'd 
be in it? Will it be what it has in jts natural Eſtate ? 
Our Senſes atteſt ſufficiently the contrary. Will it be 
that of Bread and Wine? This cannot be ; For were this 
ſo, the Body of Chriſt might be divided into two halts; 
into three thirds, into four parts, &c. ſeeing all theſe 
Diviſions may be made of the Hoſt. 

Here's then three things which are clearly compre- 
hended in the Idea a man has of a Body, and which 
yet one cannot affirm of that of Jefus Chriſt. And con- 
ſequently, here are three Proofs of the falſity of the 
Carteſtans great Principle. Here's now a fourth, Theſe 
Philoſophers will not deny that that which makes the 

ence of each thing, is comprehended in the diſtin 
Idea, which one has of that thing ; and that the thing 
is comprehended in the diſtin&t Idea which we have 
of that which makes its Eſſence. For example, if ex- 
tenſion be the Eſſence of Matter, as they pretend ; they 
will acknowledg, that Extenſion is compriſed in the 
Idea of Matter , and the Matter in the Idea of the Ex- 
tenſion; and thus, as one may affirm of Matter, that 
it is Extenſive; ſo one may affirm of that which js Ex- 
tenſive, that it is Matter, They will as little deny , 
that the Maſs, or Colle&tion of Moduſles, is not that 
which makes the particular Eſſence of every thing ; for 
every Body knows the Averſion they have to ſubſtantial 
Forms,fo much mention'd in the Colledg.By conſequence, 


twill be-equally impoſſible to form to ones ſelf a diſtin& 


Idea 
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Idga of Bread and Wine, without —_—_ all the 
Moduſles of- theſe two Subſtances, and diſfintly con- 
ceiving the Maſs of theſe Moduſles, without conceiwing 


_ the Bread and Wine, See now, Cir, if according to the 


Maxims of the Cartefrans you dare affirm , there's 
Bread and Wine in the Exchari/t, as you ſay, there's 
that which makes the Eflence of Bread and Wine. 

Being not weil verſed in the new Philoſophy, faies 
Mr. N, I ſhall not undertake to anſwer what you now 
oftered me. Burt ſhall reſerve my reply till you under- 
take to ſhew me our belief deſtroys the Princjple of 
the. Schools, which tell us, That two contradictory 
Propoſitions cannot be true. And I ameven impatient 
to ſee how you will prove-this. 

I will eafily ſhew you, faid I, That this Dbctrine in- 
cludes a great number of Contradictions; and conſe- 
quently of neceſſity either this Doctrine mult be falle , 
or the contradictory Propoſitions may be true. It's cer- 
tain, if I undertake to ſhew you by : Arguments, that 
your belief is contradictory, I ſhall (I imagine) be en- 
gapged in great conteſts with- you. 

We mult run over all the knotty Queſtions of the 
Schools, and examine their niceſt Diſtintions. And 
this is as little pleaſant to me, as I believe 'tis to you. . 

But I have another leſs tireſome way than this firſt ; 


Which is to ſhew you, $:r, That your Doctors agree, 


'tis contradictory to fay divers things, which are the 
neceſſary conſequences of your beliet , which they eaſt- 
ly grant every time they think not of 7ranſub/tantia- 
tion, and when the Idea of this Dofrine, which com- 
monly confounds their Senſes, leaves them ſome liberty 
of judging of things according to the light of nature. 
Behold here an example of what [ ſay. 


# 


Tranſubſtantiation, 


 concernins Tranſubſlantiation. 
Tranſubſtantiation , according to the common Senti- 
ment of the Schools, do's neceſtarily imply the Exiſtence 


of Accidents without a Subjet. I affirm, That this 
very thing is a pure Contradiction, and here's the man- 


ner how I ſhew it. You will allow me, it's a Contra- 


diction to affirm, That an Accident is not an Accident. 
"Tis your Swarez, who teaches it in ſo many words, /f 


3x 


the Accident * , ſays he, has no Subjeft, 'tis not an Acci- * Suar. Mer. 


dent, but a Subſtance. You do not rightly comprehend _ ſect.t, 


this Authof's meaning, fays Mr. N. The Eſſence .of the 
Accident do's not conſiſt to be actually in a Subject, 
but only to may be therein, to be proper to this. "Tis 
this Diſpoſition, and this Aptitude, which makes the 
Eſſence of the Accident , and which never leaves: it, 
and this is whatever. Suarez meant in the pallage 
you have cited. 

You deceive your ſelf, reply'd I, Suarez ſenſe is, That 
Accidents will be Subſtances, if they be not actually in 
ſome Subje&. To behold more diſtinaly this truth, ob- 
ſerve if you pleaſe, that he-does not ſay this, but to prove 
there are Subſtances, for thus he ſpeaks : He fays, 
it cannot be denied but there are Accidents, ſeeing this 
is a thing which the Senſes atteſt. Whence he concludes, 
there are Subſtances, becauſe if there were not Subſtan- 
ces, the Accidents would be without a Subject, and if 
they had no Subject, they would not be Accidents but 
Subſtances. 

Had this Jeſuit the Thought you impute to him, his 


Argument would be reduced to this ; There are Acci- 


dents : The Accidents are proper to have Subjets : Theſe 


CSubjetts muſt be Subſtances : Then there are Subſtances, 


But firſt if Suarez meant this, 'tis ſtrange he did not fay 
it. He has ſpoken enough in his Life, not to be to ſeek 


to expreſs his Thoughts, and not to uſe ſuch uncouth 


Ways as theſe would be. L More- 
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| Moreover in attributing to him this ſenſe, you make- 
him make a ridiculous Argument. For in fine, what will 
this conſequence-be? Accidents are proper to exiſt in Sub- 
Subſtances : There are then-Subſtances. This is juſt as if Þ 
ſhould fay, The Fire is proper to melt Ice : Therefore 
where ever there is Fire, there muſt neceſſarily be Tce. Was. 
ter is proper to quench Fire : Where ever then there 6. 
Water, there is alſo Fire. ] 
This may ſuffice on the Subject of your firſt Contra- 
| diftion : The ſecond is a little more palpable : It con- 
x fiſts in your making the Body of Chriſt to be in ſeveral - 
places at once, without loſing its Unity. For in- fine, if 
it be in ſeveral places at once, it's ſeparate from its ſelf; - 
and if it be ſeparate from it ſelf, *tis no longer one only 
Body. All Philoſophers agree there's no certainer mark 
of a real diſtin&tion,than ſeparation, eſpecially that which 
they call mutual, and which they fay confiits in ſeparate. 
things, ſubſiſting each .apart- after the Separation. 7he 
* Suar. Met.. mutual ſeparation of two Extreams, ſaith Suarez, * i an 
Aways A evident yn they be really diſtingaiſht. Elſewhere he fays 
Qio. this is the principal ſign +. He alfo affirms,it matters not 
_ _ to know, Whether the ſeparation be made naturally, or 
44" y» wh ſupernaturally ; and that all one can ſay of it, is, That 
SY when the ſeparation is made naturally, the diſtin&tion-is 
more viſibly and apparently known, than when God 
does does it by Miracle. Yet he afhirms it to be then no 
leſs real. 

And of this he gives us a conſiderable example : He 
fays if we conſult only natural reaſon, we ſhall be apt to 
doubt whether Quantity be diſtin from Matter, becauſe 
in effect theſe two things do never ſubſiſt without one. 
another in the order of Nature. 

But he adds, That the Myſtery: of the Eucharif? does 
not permit us to doubt of their diſtinction, ſeeing that 


Quantity 
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concerning Tranſubſlantiation. 
' Quantity does therein Miraculouſly ſubſiſt without 
Matter. 


On this fame Principle Suarez, and all your other 


Doctors affirm it impoſſible that the Moduſſes ſhould fab» 
fiſt without the things Modifide, no, not by an effect 
of Infinite power ; becauſe, ſay they, there being no real 
diſtin&tion between the Modus and the thing Modifide, 
it's impoſſible the Modus ſhould ſubſiſt wirthour the thing 
Modifide. 

There cannot then be a real ſeparation between that 
which is not really diſtin& ; and to ſuppoſe ſuch a ſepa- 
ration. is a manifeſt contradiion. Yet your belicf ſup- 
poſes this. It ſuppoſes the Body of Jefus Chriſt in ſeve:al 
places at a time, I mean in ſeveral ſeparate places ; which 

ave no contiguity between them, but are diſtinguiſhed 
by. conſiderable ſpaces, and by a great number of Bodies 
which lye between them. Let's imagine three Conſecra- 
ted Hoſts, one here, the other in Cha, and the third in 
America, The Body of Chriſt is in all theſe three places, 
and at the fame time in Heaven. It's perfe&ly entire in 
each of theſe four places. It's then ſeparate and far di- 
ſtant from it ſelf. 

Pray telf me, Sir, is not this fair reaſoning, to ſay, The 
body and the ſoul of a child of God are two diſtintt Sub- 


' Ftances ; for after death the body remains in the Sepulchre, 


and the foul goes to Heaven? 

This is what cannot be denied : Bur if this reaſoning 
be good, why in the ſame manner is not this other, whic 
is ſo like it, alſo good 2 The body of Feſus Chriſt s 90 
diſtint from the ſubſtance which s between the Prieffs 
hands, for the one is in Heaven, the other on Barth. What 
difference can there be between theſe two reafonings, 


which ſhall make the firſt good, and not the latter? 
L 2 But 
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But here's an inſtance which I think comes nearer 
yet; you know the Father's Argument againſt the Pagans. 
There were Pagans who imagin'd their gods dwelt pro- 
perly and really in the Statues Conſecrated to them. And 
there being not one of theſe gods to whom they did not 
Conſecrate a great number of theſe Repreſentations in 
ſeveral parts of the World, hence it manifeſtly follow'd, 
That they were in ſeveral places at a time : And the Fa- 
thers treated this as contradictory and ridiculous. They 
maintain'd that each of theſe gods could not be but in 
one place at a time,becauſe if he were in ſeveral, he muſt 
of neceflity be divided, or multiply'd : Each of theſe 
Statues muſt contain but a ſmall bit of this god, or elſe 
there muſt be as many gods, as many Fupiters, as many 
Mercuries, as many Yulcays, as there were Statues Conſe- 
crated to theſe falſe Divinities. 
earnobadrer- Ang this is preciſely Arnobius his Argument * in a 
pag. 89. Edir, Moſt excellent paſſage which I Tranſlated this Morning 
Prior. to read to you. I thereupon drew a Paper out of m 
Pocket, in which were theſe following words : 7he Gods 
dwell in their Repreſentations : But do they dwell there in 
ſuch a manner, that each of them is entire in each Statue ? 
Or are they there divided and by parts ? Certainly neither 
one and the ſame God can be at the ſame time in ſeveral 
Statues, neither can he be cut into parts by diviſion. Sup- 
poſe we in effett there are in the world ten thouſand Repre- 
ſentations of Vulcan, can'this God be (as I have already 
ſaid) intheſe ten thouſand places at a time 2 1 do not be- 
lieve it. Why not 2 Becauſe that which of its own nature 
is ſingular, cannot multiply it ſelf in _— its fumpli- 
city and unity, much leſs if what you velieve be true, That 
the Gods. have a humane ſhape. For neither the hand ſepa- 
rated from the head, nor the foot divided from the ret of 


the body, does make the whole perſon : for you mu#t not ſay 
52 the 
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the parts have the ſame effect as the whole, ſecing the whole 
cannot ſub/1it but by the union of its parts. Now if it be ſaid 
that this God is wholly entire in each Statue, the truth loſes 
all its ftrength, ſeeing it's ſuppoſed the ſame thing may be 
every where at the ſame time. Or elſe it muft be rid That 
ench God ſeparates himſelf in ſuch a manner from himſelf, 
that he is at the ſame time himſelf and another, not that he 
is ſeparated, but in ſuch a manner that he is at the ſame time 
the ſame, and another quite different. This then being abhor- 
rent to nature,ve muft ſay one or the other of theſe two things, 
Either that there's an infinity of Vulcans,if we will have this 
God to refide in all the Statues which repreſent him ; or that 
he is not in one of them, ſeeing his nature will not ſuffer him 
to be divided. 

Is it not true, Sir, purſued I, that I can bring the ſame 
Argument againſt you? I need only change one word in 
Arnobius, and inſtead of Yulcan,' fay the Body of. Feſus 
Chriſt. The Body of Chriſt, I may fay, exiſts accordin 
to you, in the Euchariſt. But does it exiſt therein in fach 

-2 manner that*tis entire-in each Conſecrated Hoſt? oris 


it therein divided and in parts 2 Certainly neither one _ 


and the ſameBody can beat the ſame rime in ſeveralHoſts, 
neither can it be divided into parts. Suppoſe in effe&t 
there be in the world ten thouſand Conſcrated Hoſts, 
can, as I have already obſerv'd, one and the ſame Body 
be in theſe ten thouſand places at a time ? I do not be- 
lieve it. Why not? Becauſe that which of its own na- 
ture is ſingular,cannot be multiplied in conſerving its ſim- 
plicity and unity, and ſo much the leſs in this occaſion, 
becauſe the queſtion is touching a Body like ours, For 


neither the Hand ſeparated from the Head, nor the Foot - 


divided from the reſt of the Body, does make the whole 
Perſon. Now if it be ſaid the Body is quite entire in each 
of theſe Hoſts, the Truth' loſes all its force , ſeeing we 

| ſuppoſe 
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ſuppoſe the fame thing may be in all places at” the - 
fame time. Or elſe you muſt ſay, That this Bo- 
dy ſeparates it ſelf in fuch a manner from it ſelf, that it 
'is at the ſame time the fame, and another quite diffe- 
rent. 'This then being abhorrent to nature, you muſt 
fay one or the other of theſe two things, Either that 
there's an infinity of Chriſts Body, if you will have this 
"Sacred Body reſident in all the Conſecrated Hoſts ;' or 
elſe that it 15 not one, feeing Nature ſufters it not to be 
divided into ſeveral. 

You ſee, Sir, I only copy out Arnobous, and faithfully 
Cite his Words. Yet this is-not the only Father who 
| has' argued in this manner. St An/tiy imitated him in 
his time; and what is moft conſiderable, he makes the 
whole application of it to the Body of Jeſus Chriff. 
You know the Manichees believ'd our Saviour was at 
the fame time on: the Croſs, in'the Sun and in the 
Moon, which they-ridiculouſly term'd his Ships. St. 4#- 


_ flin affirms to'them, that this is impoſſible ; and theſe 


"* Aug. contr. are his Words, * Zell ws, 7 pray you, how” many Chriſt's 
. Fauſt. lib. 26 


- you believe there are > He whom the Earth brought forth 
after he was conceived by the | Holy Spirit, and which not 
-ouly hangs ow every Tree, but is moreover fixed to every 
Herb ; does he differ from the other, whom the Jews Cru- 
ciffed ander Pontius Pilate, and from this third, who is 
frretched out in the Moon and in the Su\n2 Or, is it the 
ſame Saviour fix'd on the Trees by one part of him, and 
free in the reſt, to come to the afiftance of that which is 
fixed 2 If it be this la#t, he that ſuffered according to you 
under Pontius Pilate ; how, in- the firfl place, could he ex- 
dure this kind of Death, having no fleſh, as you pretend 2 
And then again , to whom» did he leave theſe ſhips, to 
come anl"undergo thoſe pains which none but Bodies were 
capable of 2 In effett he could not endure thoſe things in 


reference 


concerning Tranſubftantiation: 85-- 
reference to his ſpiritual Preſence ;-and according to the 
corporal one he could nit be at the ſame time in the Sun, and 
in the Moon, and on the Croſs. : 
He could not, fays St. Aufin! but why could he not 2 - 
Is it more difficult for a Body to be at the ſame time 
on the Croſs, in the Moon, and in the Sun, than in 
Heaven, and an infinite number of places on the Earth 2 
Of neceſſity (faid he in another place) + the body of Jeſus T Aug inJoar, . 
Chriſt riſen muſt be-in one only place: But why mult it x00-e< Ag 
be ſo? and why may he not te in ſeveral places at a 
time, if he be there in effec, as your Creed bears ? 
The moſt famous among the Fathers have uſed the 
ſame- Arguments againſt the Macedonians. Theſe He-- 
reticks attirmed the Holy Spirit- to be but a Creature, . 
of a like nature to that of Angels. The Holy Fathers - 
to refute them, alledge, That an Angel cannot be in ſe- 
veral places at a time ; whereas the Holy Spirit was 1n - 
the fame. time in [ſeveral places extream diſtant. from 
one another, ſeeing he never forſook the- Apoſtles, al-- 
though for the Preaching of the Goſpel they were dil- 
perſed over all the Earth. Thus does St. Athanaftus argue, 
or one under his name in the diſpute he is faid to have /a) Apud. 4- 
againſt Arius, (a) Dzdymus of Alexandria, (5) St. Baſil, — 
(c) St. Greg., Naz. {d) St. Ambroſe, (e) Paſcaſius Dea- ( 4 2 de 
con of Rome, ( f ) Anaitaſius Sinait, (g) Rupert, (h) and (c) Baſil de 
others, very ill, as you ijee, werc it not ſuppoled im- =. cap 2. 
poſſible for the fame Body to be in ſeveral Places at a 5:9. © 
time, Were not- this held then tor undeniable, they (e) Amb. de- 
would without doubt have been anſwered, That there's SP; S: 8b. 1- 
- no more difficulty in ſuppoſing a Spirit in ſeveral Places, (/) Paſc. Rom.- 
than a material Body, as that of our Saviour was. But fe Sp. S-lib.r. 
in eftect-it appears the Fathers have ever believed this (g) Anaft a. 
could not be, ſeeing hereby he refuted the: exravagant lib.:.de dogm.. 
Opinions of both Hereticks and Pagans. CR lib.1o:. 
p:lib.1o, 
More» cap. 22. 
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Moreover- your great evaſion, which conſiſts in di- 
ſtinguiſhing what may naturally be, and what may hap- 
pen by an effect of the Almighty Power of God; this 
evaſion, I fay, will not ſerve in this occaſion ; .for, in . 
fine, the Queſtion was not in theſe Diſputes, what might 
or what might not naturally be, but what might abſo- 
lutely be. The Pagans did not pretend, That by means 
of natural Cauſes the Gods were placed in Statues con- 
ſecrated to them. . The Manichees did not ſubject our Sa- 
viour to the Laws of Nature. The Macedon/ays did not 
believe the Holy Spirit was ſent by ſome created Cauſe. 
All theſe People made the Divine Power intervene in 
theſe occaſions ; and conſequently the Fathers affirming 
that what theſe extravagant People faid was impoſlible, 
they meant 'twas ſo 1a all ſenſes, and that 'twas a mere 
contradiction. 

It appears then from all I have now faid, That accord- 
ing to the trueſt and beſt Reaſon, according to your 
own Authors, and according to the Fathers, it's a pure 
contradiction to ſuppoſe Chriſts Body in ſeveral places 
at a time. But the contradiction will be ſtill more ma- 
nifeſt, if we add, That ſuppoſing this Divine Body in 
ſeveral places, one may ſay of it things direatly oppo- 
fite to one another. Conſidering it ſuch as it is in 
Heaven, you believe it has its three dimenſions, each 
of which you believe may be meaſured, and compared 
with thoſe of other Bodies, which are greater or leſſer. 
You believe it has its parts one out of another, That 
it poſſeſſes a place, whoſe parts anſwer thoſe of this fa- 
cred Body , That he is therein viſible and palpable, 
as, &c. You ſay the direct contrary of this ſame Bo- 
dy, ſuch as you ſuppoſe it in the Euchariſt. You be- 
lieve it there exiſts after the manner of Spirits, that it 
is therein reduced to one point, that it has its parts one 

; | in 
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1 another, ' that 'tis therein inviſible, and without ati- 
on. You allo believe, that to conſider it only as 'tis in 
the Euchariſt, it's removed out of one place, and let to 
reſt in another ; here he is lifted up, and there he is let 
down. Are not theſe, Sir, ſo many contradictions 2 Is 
not this to affirm and deny the ſame thing of the ſame 
Subject in relation to the ſame parts and time ? and 
what do you call contradictory, it this be not ſo ? 

A Body in two places, fays Mr. N. is equivalent to 
two Bodies, and one may fay of it the moſt oppoſite 
things, without contradiftion. I muſt acknowledge 
one cannot do it, when we ſpeak of a Body exiſting 
only in one place. But when we ſpeak of a Body, or 
generally of a Subject, which exiſts in diverſe places at 
a time, there's no contradiction in affirming and deny- 
ing the ſame things of it. This is no new anſwer, and F 
ſuppoſe you have read it in our Authors. 

Your Authors, I confeſs have made uſe of it, tepli'd 
I, but I affirm their anſwer. was infincere, it being not 
what they thought, but what the intereſt of their cauſe 
required, And tor a proof of what I ſay, is it not true, 
That when the Queſtion was of things wherein they 
were not intereſſed , and which they regarded as abſo- 
lutely independent from the Euchariſt, they have not 
ſtuck to maintain 'twas a contradiction to ſay things 


oppoſite of a Body in two places ? 

: For examplc, becauſe it's held among you, that Chriſts 
t Body is not circumſcriptively, that is to fay after the 
6 manner of Bodies, in ſuch a manner that each of its parts 
. anſwers to that of the place which it polleſles, becauſe,ſay 
i I, 'ris believ'd that the Body of Jeſus Chriſt is not 1n 
,. | this manner but in Heaven, and that 'ris ſuppoſed in the 
t Euchariſt only Sacramentally, which is to ſay after the 
_y manaer of Spirits, rotum in toto & totum in qualibet par- 
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ze; The Thomiſts * havg imagined, That it mattereq 
not, as to the Euchariſt, to know whether a Body may 
be circumſcriptively in two places. They thought they 
might freely explain themſelves on this Queſtion, with- 
out fearing the judgment they might make of it, ſhould 
prove of dangerous Conſequence to the Do&trine of the 
Real Preſence. Being tn this manner withheld by no 
conſideration, and applying themſelves to nothing but 
what appeared to them-to be true, they pronounced it 
impoſſible for one Body to be ctrcumſcriptively in two 
places; and their ſtrongeſt reaſon is, that hereby it 
might happen, that this Body might be in motion in one 
of theſe places, and at reſt in anorher ; here it might be 
cold; and. there hot, and ſo of the reſt. 

It's according to them a pure contradiction to fay, 
That a Body which fhall be circumſcriptively in two 
places, ſhall be at the fame time at reſt and in motion ;. 
but if this be a contradiction, why 1s it not as conſide- 
rable a one to ſay theſe ſame things of a Body which 
is Sacramentally in two places, or Sacramentally in-one, 
and circumſcriptively in the other 2 For in fine, are not 
reſt and motion as oppoſite, and inconſiſtent when the 
Bodies which they afte& are Sacramentally in two pla- 
ees, as when: they be therein circumſcriptively > More- 
over, what I fay of reſt and motion, I mean it of all 
the other oppoſitions which I denoted to you a while ago. 

And this is what the Jeſuits have ſeen, and which has 
made them abandonthe opinion of the Thomi/ts.They per- 
ceiv'd it impoſſible to-maintain, That the Body of Chriſt 
is Sacramentally in ſeveral places at a time, it he be not 
there circumſcriptively. They perceiv'd one or the other 
of theſe things muſt neceſſarily be faid, Either that a Body 
cannot be facramentally, nor circumſcriptively in two 
places,or that it may be there equally either in one or _ 
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other of theſe two manners. They were forced to take one 
of theſe ſides. Had they been at liberry,they would have 
taken the firſt. But in taking it, they muſt ſhock Trax 
ſubſtantiation , which they would by no means diſcre- 
dit. They have therefore taken hold of the ſecond, 
and affirmed, That a Body may be, both Sacramental 
ly and Circumſcriptively in two places. 

For a proof of what I have faid, in reference to theſe 
Peoples intereſt in the Queſtion, be pleas'd to conſider 
in what manner theſe ſame Jeſuits have decided a Qye- 
ſtion very like the former, but on a matter which does 
not ſeem to have any relation to the Exchariff. Some 
followers. of Ari/totle, both Greeks and Arabiazs, have 
heretofore entertained a very fooliſh and ridiculous O- 
pinion. They affirm'd 'tis not true, That every man 


has a reaſonable Soul particular to himſelf; that there's 


but one for all, which is in all Bodies, without loſing 


its unity, and without being any where than in thete 


Bodies ; juſt as you will have the Body of Jeſus Chriſt 
exiſt in the Euchariſt, without multiplying it ſelf, and 
without being elſewhere, excepting in Zeaven. The 
Jeſuits undertaking (x) to decide this Queſtion, and 
forgetting the Euchariſt, as in effe&t 'twas troubleſome 
to remember it, have therefore poſitively aſſerted, That 
the Opinion of theſe Philoſophers is infupportable. Ha- 
ving particularly affirmed that it implies a manifeſt 
contradiction, becauſe *twould happen hereupon, That 
the fame Soul ſhould be at the fame time knowing and 
tgnorant, good and bad, happy and unhappy ; there 
being none of theſe qualities which agree not with ſe- 
veral men, and conſequently with the fame Soul, if it 
be true there 1s but one for all men. 
They are without doubt much in the- right ; but if 
a Soul in two places, which is united to two ſeveral 
Mz Bodies» 
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Bodies, cannot be at the ſame time knowing and igno- 
rant, good and bad , happy and unhappy, without a 
-contradiction ; I would then know how one and the 
ſame Body can be, without contradiction, in motion 
and at reſt, cold and hot, diviſible and indiviſible in 
| two ſeveral places. It 1s clear that one of theſe things 
is no leſs impoſſible nor leſs contradictory than the 0- 
ther. And conſequently it's plain that when your Do- 
Qors affirm there's no contradiction in ſaying, That 
the fame Body in two places may be at the ſame 
time at-reſt and in motion, they do not ſpeak according 
to their Conſcience, but according to the intereſt of the 
Cauſe which they have taken upon them to detend. 

IT ſhould'-never have done, ſhould I undertake to par- 
ticularize all the other contradictions which your Do- 
&rine contains. Thoſe which I have already denoted, 
are ſufficient to ſhew you, it abſolutely deſtroys this 
great principle,” That the ſame thing cannot at the fame 
time be, and .not'be. E paſs on then to another Maxim, 
whach'is no leſs evident than that, which is, -Zhat the 
whole is greater than a part. Your Tranſubſtantiation docs 
plainly be-ly either this Maxim, or that which ſays, The 
thing contained w never greater than that which contains it. 
To make this more apparent, we mutt obſerve there are 
> two different opinions in your Schools touching the ex- 
tenſion of Chritfts Body in the Euchariſt. Moſt hold that 
it retains it, Others, that it loſes it. 'The Carechiſm of 
the: Council of Zrex ſeems to uphold the latter of theſe 
* Cat. Trid. OPINions.  And-this:s-what it ſays, '* Let the Curates take 
_ 2. Tir.de care 70 teach, That Feſus Chriſt 1s not in the Sacrament, as 
1-43 ina place, for the place is as the things, in as much as 
they have greatneſs ; and we do not ſay our Lord is in the 
Sacrament, as: being little or great, not reſpetting the quan- 
tity, but the ſubſtance, For the ſubſtance of Bread is __ 
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ged into the ſubſtance of Jeſus Chriſt, not into its greatneſs 


or quantity. 

_ However if this Sentiment be granted, it's certain, 
That the whole is not greater than its part : Seeing neither 
the whole nor its parts have any greatneſs, It on the 
contrary you follow the firſt opinion, you overthrow 
this other Principle, That the thing contained is never 
greater than that which contains it. In cfte& Chriſts Body, 
which according to this opinion, has in the Euchariſt 


all the extenſion which it has in its natural ſtate, will be 


contained in a ſpace incomparably ſmaller than it is, 
there being no ſpace fo ſmall, wherein one may not put 
ſome crumb of the Hoſt, or ſome drop of the Confecra- 
ted Wine, and conſequently all the Body of Jeſus 
Chriſt. 

This is moreover a Maxim which Philoſophers and 
Divines do equally acknowledg for granted, That no- 
thing produces its ſelf : That nothing has relation to its 
ſelf. Hereby chiefly the Fathers were wont to oppoſe 
the extravagancy of Sabe//ius, who acknowledg'd in the 
Divinity only one Perſon under three ſeveral Names, 
and who was at the fame time, Father, Son, and Holy 
GhoFt. They. cloſed his mouth with this Anſwer, That 
the Father begetting the Son, and the Holy Spirit pro- 
ceeding from both theſe two Perſons, hereby theſe three 
have ſuch Relations as muſt diſtinguiſh them, and con- 
ſequently will not ſuffer theſe to be one and the fame 
Perſon.» | | 

'Yet is it true,' That as in your Hypotheſis the Body 
of Jeſus Chriſt produces it ſelf, ſo it has a relation to it 
ſelf, like thoſe which diſtinguiſh the Perſons in the 7ri- 
rity. In effect you hold, That the TranſubFantiation is 
the work of Jeſus Chriſt; and what's more particular, 


you beheve it to be the work of Jeſus Chriſt Man. You 


believe 
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© believe that the Conſecratian is a Prieſtly a& of our Sa- 
viour, who immolates himſelf by the Miniſtry of the 
4 .._ Prieſt, reducing himſelf into a ſtate of death under the 
"4 0g ls iy ſpecies of Bread and Wine *, you belicve + that Jeſus Chriſt 
+ Sce te "18a Prieſt only as Man. $0 that he as Man changing 
Se incom.diſp. the Bread into his Body, one may fay his Humane Na- 
cn - tare is his proper work : That it creates it ſelf, produces 
it ſelf,, and conſequently that there's a real Relation  be- 
- tween Jefus Chriſt Man, and Jeſus Chriſt Man, between 
| Teſus Chriſt Prieſt, or Sacrificer, and Jefus Chriſt Sacri- 
ficed ; between Jeſus Chriſt producing, and Jeſus Chriſt 

- produced. 

I ſuppoſe in effect, that if Tranſub/tantiation be gran- 

' ted, it would be a real production of the Body of Jeſus 
 . _ * Chriſt. For beſides, that your moſt famous Divines ac- 
Y knowledg it, we know it eſſential to all changes to have 
* two different Terms, one of which is deſtroy'd, and the 

other produced ; and you'l agree with me herein, if you 
run over all the changes remarkt hitherto, whether Sub- 
ſtantial or Accidental, Natural or Supernatural. You'l 
ſee there's always an Accident, if the change be acci- 
dental ; or a Subſtance, if it be ſubſtantial, which cea- 
ſes to exiſt; and another Accident, or another Subſtance, 
which begins to exiſt, and takes the place of the Acci- 
dent, or Subſtance, which is deſtroy'd. And conſequent- 
ly, if the Bread were chang'd into the Body of Jeſus 
 -Chriſt,the Body of Chriſt mult neceſſarily be produced by 
this change. And as it would be produced by it ſelf, it 
would have a real relation to its ſelf, contrary to that 
Maxim, which implies, That nothing produces it elf : 

and, That nothing relates to its ſell. 

In fine, Sir, this is a conſtant Maxim, and ever ſup- 
posd, tho it be never expreſt, That whatever has all the 
ſenſible marks of a thing, is that thing: That having 
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the eſſence of it, it ought to bear its name. Hereon de- 
pends the certainty of diſcerning , whether of ſingte 
things or Species. For in fine,our judgments cannot pierce 
into the bottom of things, or diſcover their eſſence by 
this ſort of knowledg call'd ;#tuitive in the Schools. We 
only know them by- the help of the ſenſible marks which 
diſtinguiſh them. So that to overthrow this Maxim, is to 
render the diſcerning of things abſolutely-1mpoſſible, or 
at leaſt doubtfuland uncertain. 

And yet this is the effect of 7ranſubtantiation : It pla- 


ces the Body of Chriſt in the Euchariſt under the ſenſible 


marks of Bread and Wine, where there's none of theſe 


two Subſtances ; and you believe our Lords Body exiſts 


_ ina place where it has none of the marks which are wont - 


to make it known, and to diſtinguiſh it from the reſt of 
things. | 


This, Sir, may ſuffice to ſhew you, That 7ra»ſub/tan- - 


tation abſolutely overthrows the certitude of our Noti- 


ces. I believe-you perceive, That if it ſubſiſts, the firſt 


Principles be falſe, Demonſtrations themſelves deceive - 


us, our Senſes are ſubject to a thoufand deluſtons ; and 
in a word, we ought to doubt of whatever we have hi- 


therto held for moſt certain, and we have nothing elſe to - 


do but to plunge our ſelves into Scepticiſm, which I rec- 


kon to be the moſt deplorable condition in the world, 


ſeeing tis the total annihilation of our reaſon. - 
Mr. N. was about anſwering me, but was hindred by 


the coming in of one of his Friends, who had buſineſs . 
with him. We having been a great while together, I laid - 


hold on this occaſion, to take my leave of him. 


_ 
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IWherein the Proofs contained in the foregoing 
Diſcourſes are defended, and the impoſſi- 
bility of uſing them againſt the Dotrine of 
the Trinity, is Demonſtrated. 


"A FTER this laſt Converſation, there paſt ſome days 

before I faw Mr. N. again. He came not to me, and 
I was unwilling to force a viſit on him ; but: having at 
length by good hap met with him alone in his uſual 
Walks, I joyn'd my ſelf to him. We fell at firſt into ſeve- 
ral Diſcourſes, and at length on Matters of Religion ; 
when I made bold to ask him, Whether he had thought 
on what had palſt in our former Conferences? 

He anſwer'd, That he had in truth ruminated thereon 
after I had left him, but he was reſolved to diſturb him- 
ſelf no more with thoſe Matters. For to what purpoſe, 
{aid he, unleſs to ſhake a mans faith, and diſcompoſe his 
mind? For am fo perſwaded of the truth of Trauſub/tan- 
tiation, and I-find it has ſuch ſtrong tyes with the Princi- 
ples of Chriſtianity, that I do not at all doubt but it makes 
up a part of this holy Religion. So that your reaſons ten- 
ding only to ſhew me, that if 7ranſub/tantiation be a Do- 
Arine of Chriſtianity, we are to blame in being Chriſti 
ans. I not doubting of the fr/f, muſt inſenſibly doubt of 
the ſecond. Wherefore I had rather once for all to baniſh 
rheſc thoughts out of my head, and remain in the ſtate 
wherein | have hitherto lived, than to run the risk of 


turning 
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| mening Libertin, which is the thing in the world I moſt 
ate. 

In effe&t, continued he without giving me time to.an- 
fwer ; If your way of arguing be good, I could make ule 
of it againſt the Myſtery of the Trinity,and eaſily direct 
your-proofs-againſt this Capital Truth, and that with the 
ſame ſucceſs as you have done againſt 7ranſub/tantiation < 
Take,for example, the moſt you ObjeRion of the Ar- 
rians and Socinians. They aftirm this great Myſtery abſo- 
lutely ruins one of the moſt certain Principles of Scien- 
ecs. What we believe, reduces it {elf to two Heads: Fir/F, 
That the Perſons of the 7rimity are really diſtin from 

' one another : the Father is not the Son , and the Holy 
- Spirit is neither the Father nor the Son. The other, That 
neither of theſe Perſons is really diſtinguiſht from the 
Divine Eſſence which they poſſeſs : That the Father is 
God, the Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt God ; and what 
is more, That the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt are but 


one God, poſſeſſing only. one Divinity ; fo that the Divi- . 


nity of the Father is the ſame with that of the Son; and 
that of the Father and the Son is not different from that 
of the Holy Ghoſt. 

Pray,Sir,now inform me how toaccord all this with the 
principle which paſſes for unqueſtionable in Metaphyſics, 
to wit, That if two Subjects be not diſtin from a third, 
they cannot be diſtinguiſht between themſelves?How can 
this principle ſubſiſt, if it be true, that the Divine Per- 
ſons, which are moſt diſtin& in themſelves, are not at all 
from the Eſſence, which is common'to them 2 what can 
you fay inthis Demonſtration, When two Subjetts do not 
really differ from a third, They differ not really from one 
another. The Perſons of the Trinity differ not really from 
the Divine Eſſence which they poſſeſs. Then they differ not 


really from one another. 
Df N You 


27 


98 


The Sixth Conference 

You will grant me, that this is a Phyſical Demon- 
tration, and otherwiſe evident than thoſe call'd Moral. 
May I not then apply to the Trinity, the fr/? proof you 
have uſed againſt Tranſubſtantiation, and fay, That if 
this Myſtery made part of the Chriſtian Religion , the 
Objections the Infidels bring to oppoſe it, would have 
more force than the proofs which eſtabliſh the Divinity 
of it, ſecing theſe proofs have only a Moral evidence, 
and the Obje&tions which might 'be brought againſt 
them, have all the evidence term'd Phyſical. | 

I fay the ſame thing of your ſecond proof. I need on- 
ly change therein two words, and inſtead of Se/e and 
Tranſubſtantiation, fay Reaſon and the Trinity. | need 
only ſay, It the Myſtery of the Trinity be true, our 
Reaſon deceives us in the judgment ſhe makes of it, in 
thinking to ſee clearly and diſtintly, That the perſons. 
of the Divinity are not different from one another : If 
our Reaſon deceives us in this, it may as well deceive us 
in all other things; if it may deceive us in all things, 
the proofs of Chriſtianity are of no validity. - 

Even your 7h:ird proof cannot eſcape the being ap- 
plid. to the Myſtery of the Trinity. In effect its obſer- 
vable, That the Maxim I now alledg'd to you, is not 
only a Metaphyſical —_— but the foundation of all 
affirmatory Syllogiſms , which prove one cannot joyn 
two terms by the affirmation, but by ſhewing one may 
joyn them both to a third,term'd a mean.By conſequence, 
if this Maxim be falſe, as it muſt of neceſſity be, if the 
Myſtery of the Trinity be true,we muſt no longer think 
of arguing, but yield up the certainty of this ſort of 
knowledg to the Sceptics. | 

And here's, Sir, the natural uſe of your Method, if it 
be follow'd ; we muſt retrench from our Religion what- 


ever our reaſon will not ſuffer, and as ſoon as ever ſhe 
ſhall 
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fhall ſee any oppoſition to ariſe between her Maxims, 


and our Myſteries , we have no other party to betake 
our ſelves to, but that of diſowning theſe Myſteries, and 


rejecting them as fo many Errors. Thus Faith ſhall de- 


pend on our — and we ſhall henceforward believe, 


not what it ſhall pleaſe God toreveal to us, but whatever 
it ſhall pleaſe us to imagin. * Would you have me to take 
this courſe, or to become an Aria» or Socinian? and do 
you think we ought to yield .up every Article of our 
Faith as ſoon as ever we ſhall find any repugnance in 
them to the deceitful Maxims of our wretched reaſon, 
which oftner ſerves to lead us out, than in the way; and 
to blind us, than to enlighten us ? 

Far am I, replid I, from this; and tho I am per- 
ſwaded-of the innocency of my Method, I ſhould be the 
firſt to condemn it, did I believe 'twould produce ſuch 
pernicious effects. But its certainly an offering of great 


violence, to make it ſerve for-the drawing from it ſuch 


dangerous Concluſions. Pray let mejuſtifie it, and for this 
purpoſe, give me your attention for ſome minutes. 

It's, firſt, very ſtrange you ſhould reject Arguments 
wherein you cannot remark the leaft defeat, They conſiſt 
of ſundry Propoſitions, amongſt which there's not one, 
but what is not only true, but moreoverevident, More» 
over they be ſtrictly allid, and their Concluſions are 
drawn in the moſt natural manner in the world. Ought 
they then to be reje&ted on vain ſuſpicions, and uncertain 
apprehenſions ? Is not this proceeding injurious to faith 2 


For what would ſhe be, might-her DoQtrines be combated. 


by Reaſons,which ſuffer no reply,and from which there's 


no defence,but by ſaying, We wont examine them 2 Is not ' 


this formally to accuſe her, That ſhe will not endure the 


light > Should all the world follow your example, ; ur 
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ſhall we anſwer to the Libertins of the Age? how would 


they triumph: over our Religion 2 
Moreover, tet me entreat you to conſider,there's great 


difference between your two firſt proofs, and my two 


firſt; yours are drawn from Reaſon, and mine from Senſe. 
You fay 'tis evident to Reaſon, there are three Eſſences 
in the Trinity, or that there's. only one Perſoh. Where- 
as | fay it's evident, not only to Reaſon, but to Senſe, 
That the Euchariſt is Bread and Wine. 

What matter is it, faid Mr. N. that the Evidence 
which you oppoſe: to that of the Proofs of Clriſtianity, 
s that which is perceivid by Reaſon, or that which 
ſtrikes the Senſes, ſeeing the firſt is no leſs than the ſe- 
cond + or, to ſpeak better, ſeeing that. is far greater than 
this 2 of 

It's of great coneern, anſwer'd I, and that on divers 
accounts.. Firſt, becauſe the Suppoſition: you make is not 
certain. You ſuppoſe, Thar the certainty of the acts of 
reaſon, ſuch as that is which ſprings from Demonſtrati- 


| on, is greater than that which ariſes from the report. 


of the Senſes. I confeſs this is the Cartefrans opinion. But 
you know the Gaſſendiſts hold the contrary. Theſe laſt, 
which are certainly not to be contemn'd, hold there's no. 
greater certainty than that of the Senſes. They tell us, 
They are the Senſes which perſwade us of the truth of the 
firſt Principles, and that we know not, for example, 7he 
whole is greater than a part, but by obſerving in all the 
Objects which have ſtruck our Senſes, that the part was 
always teſſer than the who/e. | 

They are not only the Gaſſendi/ts, which are of this 
opinion; The Vulgar,and generally all thoſe who are not 
Philoſophers, are herein of their opinion; and if you will 
have them comprehend there are certain things of which, 


they ought to be more ſtrongly perſwaded than of _ 
they 
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they ſee, they will preſently believe you are not in earneſt 
with them. This. appears conſiderable tome; for you 
know neither Faith nor Salvation are the portion only of 
Philoſophers ; the ordinary people having as great a right 
to them as the moſt Learned : So that my Proofs have 
this advantage, That they be convincing; according to 
the Hypotheſis of all the world; whereas yours ſuppoſe 
things-which few know, and concerning which all thoſe 
who are capacitated to judg, are not agreed. 

Eſpecially the firſt of yours ſuppoſes a thing which 
Mr. Huet oppoſes with all his ſtrength, * That Phyfical 
Demonſtrations have greater evidence and certitude than 
Moral ones. He affirms on the contrary, That Moral De- 
monſtrations are the moſt convincing of all ; and thar of® 
neither Phyſics nor Metaphyſics, nor Geometry, has 
one to be parallel'd with them, whether in general with 
thoſe which perſwade us of moſt matters of fact, or in 
particular with thoſe which he makes uſe of to eſtabliſh 
the truth of Chriſtian Religion. He hereupon ſufficient- 
ly enlarges himſelf, and I doubr not but you have re- 
markt that place as well as T. | 

I may then deny your Suppoſition, which if I ſhould, 
I ſhall have very able perſons for my Atettors, But I'le 
grant what you fay to be true, and ſuppoſe all the world 
of your opinion ; I know another way to ſolve your Ob- 
jetion, which is, Sir, That ſhould T agree with you, That 
conſidering things in general, the evidence of Reaſon is 
greater than that which offers it ſelf to the Senſes, this 
will not hinder me from maintaining, That in particu- 
lariſing things, we ſhall find incomparably fewer things , ; 
evident to Reaſon, than of ſuch as are perceived: by the rs, cerned 
Senſes. In effect, how few are the Truths which are per- tain againft 
ceiv'd by reaſon alone * , wherein not only the Sceptics, he Sceprics 
but the Dogmatiſts do agree? Scarcely. is there one which-JF gon ant® 
has nat been debated Pro & Coy. It's 


* Huerii De- 
monſt. Evang, 
Pag. 3, &X 4. 


TO2 T he Sixth C onference 


It's not the ſame of thoſe which are perceiv'd by the 
Senſes. For excepting the Sceptics, whom you cannot 
bring in againſt the Senſes, ſeeing they are as bad friends 
toReaſon ; Scarce will you find one who will not allow 
what the Senſes diſcover to us, at leaſt in groſs and po- 
pular Objects, if T may fay ſo, and which are the only 
ones we now ſpeak of. Conſult all the Sedts of the Phi- 
loſophers, all the people in the Univerſe, to know whe- 
ther it be now day, or whether an Horſe be greater than 
an Art; you will find, I do not fay, not a Se or Na- 
tion , but not any one particular perſon that denies 
this. 

The light of Senſe has moreover this advantage over 

* that of Reaſon, that it's leſs liable to be diſordered by 

prejudices. Prejudices make people doubt whoare ſtrong- 

ly poſſeſſed by them, of Truths, which a free Reaſon, 

and a diſengaged mind clearly perceives. What ts there, 

for example, which my reaſon perceives more diſtin&tly 

than the impoſlibility of a Body's being in two places 

without diviſion 2 Yet your Reaſon imagines to ſee the 

contrary. Whence -comes this, but from the prejudice 
wherewith one of us is poſleſs'd ? 

But *tis not the fame with the Senfes. There's no pre- 
judice which hinders them from ſeeing Objects, fuch as 
they are, which we muſt always underſtand of the moſt 
apparent and groſleſt Objects. 

| There are two forts of clearneſs, fays an Author much 
* Lawful Pre- eſteem'd among you *, the one ſo lively and piercing, that 
j —_— chap. it's impoſſible for men not to ſee it ; and which is ſuch as cans 
- not be darkned by any cloud of Prejudices or Paſſions, where- 
by it fhews it ſelf uniformly to all men; of this kind, adds 

he, are things expoſed to the Seyſes. 

In a word, It's a thouſand times eaſier to deceive our 


Reaſon than our Senſes. There's no truth ſo certain, 
which 
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which a Sophiſter will not render doubtful by<his Subs 
tilties and Artifices. Even the moſt learned People are 
ſometimes deceived, and we have feen but too many 
Examples of this in all Ages. But deceive my Senſes if 
. you can; on Objedts as familiar , as thoſe we now ſpake 
of. Go and inform any one, That the food he com- 
monly uſes, is not Bread and Beer. 


The evidence of Senſe, then, has great advantages over 


that which is perceiv'd only by Reaſon ; whence appears 
the Poſſibility of my Proofs being good, and your two firſt 
objections being notſo. Nay,the thing is not only poſſible, 
but true, and I hope to convinceFou of it with little trou- 
ble. Whatever you have hitherto faid to me, turns on theſe 
two Suppoſitions. The firſt, That Reaſon ſees evidently 


on one hand, the truth of this maxim of the Philoſo- . 


phers, That when two 'Subjets be not diſtinit from a 


third, they are not ſo from one another. The ſecond , 


That there's more evidence in this, than there is in the 
Reaſons which eſtabliſh the Truth of Chriſtian Reli- 
ZO0M. 

But, I firſt affirm to you, It's impoſſible theſe two 
Suppoſitions can be true. And if they were, the Arians 
and Socinians wou'd have good grounds to deny the My- 
ſtery of the Trinity... For firſt, if our Reaſon evidently 
faw the Trnth of the Maxim you bring againſt me, 
we muſt neceſſarily ſay one of theſe two things ; Either 
that in effet, this Maxim is true, or that Evidence is 
not a certain mark of Truth. Here's no medium. - 

You muſt of neceſſity take one of theſe ſides. The 
ſecond differs innothing from Scepticiſm; you mult there- 
fore take the firſt. It muſt be ſaid, that according to 
you the Maxim of the Philoſophers is true. 

That's my thought, ſays Mr. N. Are you of the ſame 
mind, replid I, on the ſubject of the Oppoſition, which 
& ; you 
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you think”you evidently ſee between this Maxim, and” 
the Myſtery of the Trinity Do you think this to be 
4 true and real Oppoſition/2 Or do you believe it to be 
falſe, altho you evidently ſee it? | 

Should I fay it's falſe, anſwer'd he, you wou'd make 
me the ſame ObjeQion you have already made; you 
will tell me there may be error in things moſt evident, 
feeing I might evidently ſee Oppoſition where there is 
none ; and that thus Evidence wou'd not be the mark of 
Truth ; and conſequently, That the Sceptics wou'd have 
Reaſon to doubt of every thing. To avoid ſuch dangerous 
Extremities, I had rather tell you, that this Oppoſition is 
as true, as 'tis evident. 

You believe, then faid I to him, that effe&tively, and 
in the Truth of the thing , the Myſtery of the 7 rinity 
is direly againſt an unqueſtionable Maxim. You be- 
eve there's a real Contradition between theſe two 
things, and that 'tis impoſſible to make them agree. 

This is certainly true, anſwer'd he. Then faid I, the 
Sceptics muſt have good grounds, ſeeing Contradition 
is not the note of Falſity. What is there more unque- 
ſionable than this Maxim, That if a Propoſition be true, 
that which contradi&ts it muſt neceſſarily be falſe > Is 
not this the Foundation of certainty.2 You now, ſee Sir, 
on what precipices'you caſt your ſelves, and what are 
the unavoidable Conſequences of your Suppoſitions. 
Hence you ſee the neceſſity of acknowledging there are 
ſome falſe; and that in effteR, if the Philoſophers Maxim 
be true, it's not contrary to the Myſtery of the Tri- 
nity.; or if there be any Oppoſition between this My- 
ſtery and this Maxim, we muſt not conclude the Maxim 
- be falſe, ſeeing it's impoſlible the Myſtery ſhou'd be 


But 
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But this is not all, I wiſh you wouw'd explain your 
ſelf, on Mr. Huets Sentiment, I lately mention'd to you : 
Which Demonſtrations do you believe moſt certain, 
Phyſical, or Moral ones 2 Or to ſpeak more preciſely, 
wherein think you lies moſt certainty and evidence, in 
the Demonſtration you brought againſt me, in the name 
or the Socinians and Arians, or in thofe Mr. FZuet makes 
uſe of to prove the Truth of the Chriſtian Religion 2 
Take which fide you will, you cannot eſcape me. 

If you fay the advantage lies on the ſide of Mr. Fuets 
Proofs., you deliver up to me your Objefion. In this 
Suppoſition right Reaſon will have us believe the Trini- 
ty, notwithſtanding the difficulties therein ; ſeeing no- 
thing's more conformable to her Maxims, than always 
to prefer that which is more evident, before that which 
is leſs. | 

But if you fay on the contrary, 'That the 4rians and 
Socinians Objeftion, has more ſtrength than Mr. Zuets 
Proofs : You hereby acknowledg, That the Doctrine of 
the Trinity is contrary to good Sence, and ought there- 
fore to be rejeed, whether by retrenching of it from the 
number of the Doctrines which Chriſtianity teaches, 
ſuppoſing it can be ſeparated ffom it, or by rejefting the 
whole of Chriſtianity, ſuppoſing this Doctrine be inſe- 
parable from the reſt. 

In effect, were theſe Proofs, and this Objection of an 
equal force, they wou'd bring the mind into ſuſpence, 
whence right Reaſon cou'd not draw it out. She wou'd 
not know on which ſide to determine her ſelf ;,and 
finding at bottom of this Religion, things whichWill 
appear to her evidently falſe, She wou'd carry us as far ., 
off from it, as She wou'd bring us near it, .in making 
us comprehend the force of the Proots which autho- 
rizC it. 

O Moreover - 
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Moreover, making two contrary Judgments on the - 
Subject of Religion, one that .it is true, becauſe the 
Proofs produced in its favour are good ; the other that 
it is fae, becauſe it teaches Abſurdities;. She muſt 
therefore be deceived in the one or the other of theſe 
Judgments, and thus neither* the one nor the other of 
theſe wou'd be certain. 

How wou'd it be then, ſuppoſing all the advantage lay 
on one ſide, as it wou'd plainly, it what might be offer- 
ed againſt Chriſtianity, has more evidence and certain= 
ty, than what is uſed to eſtabliſh the Divinity of it 2 
where ſhall we find that in this Suppoſition, we muſt 
prefer what is leſs certain, before what is more? And 
who thinks, if a man does this, he deſerves to be eternally 
miſerable 2 . 

How then, fays Mr. N. Shall Reaſon preſcribe us 
what we are to believe ? Shall the become the Rule, yea, 
and Judg of our Faith? And do we not know that the 
truths of Chriſtianity are infinitely above the Compre- 
henſion of human Reaſon. | 

You confound abundance of things, which you _—_—_ 
diſtinguiſh, repli'd I. Firſt, there's a great deal of diffe- 
rence between diſcovering to us what we muſt believe, 
as revealed of God ; and what we muſt reject, as invent» 
ed by Men. The firſt of theſe Duties contains two 
parts. In efftet, One may make two ſorts of enquiry 
after what one is to believe. Firſt, In examining the 
Doctrine offered us, and comparing it with the Maxims 
of Reaſon, juſt as we do when we wou'd determine our 
ſel#&s on a queſtion of Philoſophy. The ſecond in exa- 
mining purely whether this Doctrine has been revealed 
by God, either by enquiring wherher it makes a part 
of a Religion ſuppoſed Divine ; or by enqurfiring whe- 
ther the Religion, of which we do not doubt but this 

Do-. 
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"Dodrine makes up a part, has been revealed of God. 
It's certain, it cannot be expected from Reaſon to en- 
' quire, in this firſt manner, what we ought to believe ; 
and this for two Conſiderations, Firſt, whatever attempts 
ſhe may make, ſhe will never get the maſtery:the clear- 
eſt wit, and moſt piercing judgment, not being in a ca- 
pacity of raiſing it ſelf, of it ſelf, to the diſcovery of 
theſe ſublime Truths which Faith comprehends. And 
ſhou'd Reaſon diſcover ſome one, the perſwaſion ſhe 
could give us of it, would not be a Divine Faith. Ir 
would be perhaps a Science, an Opinion, according as 
the proofs whereon this is grounded are probable or de- 
monſtrative. But this wou'd never be a Divine Faith ; 
it being not poſſible for Divine Faith to have any other 
foundation than the authority of God. 

When we wou'd know whether a Doctrine makes part 
of a Religion of 'whoſe Divinity we are otherwiſe fatis- 
fied ; as when we wou'd enquire whether Chriſtianity 
teaches Tranſubſtantiation, or the Real Preſence; this is 
certainly to be examin'd by Reaſon. For how can we 
know this, if we have loſt our Reaſon 2 Yet in this en- 
quiry ſhe does not ſo much keep the quality of a Rule, 
as that of an Organ ; I would fay, we make this enquiry 
by means of this faculty call'd Reaſon, yet this faculty 
does not then confult its own proper liek, and does not 
compare the Do&trine offered with its Notions. She on- 
ly compares it with the Rule which God has given her, 
the Scripture alone according to us, and the Scripture, 
Tradition and Councils,according to you. 

It's not the fame when the queſtion is to know whe- 


ther a Religion be Divine; for example, when one deli- 


berates whether one ſhall be a Chriſtian, Pagan or Maho. 
metan. In this enquiry, Reaſon alone muſt be our guide, 


and the beſt method ir can take, is to examine which of 
O 2 *thefe © 


37 


The Sixth Conference 

theſe different Religions which challenges our preference; 
has wry molt viſible Characters of Divinity ; which is it 
which/ appears moſt likely to have been revealed from 
God, and which on the contrary is that which we have 
cauſe to think is a humane invention. 

As to the rejeing of a Do@rine, we have ſeveral dif- 
ferent| means. If it be not conformable to the Rule, we 
ought nt to receive it, we ought to refuſe helieving it 
with a Divine Faith. If it be contrary to the Rule, we 
ought to do. more, we ought politively to reject it, and 
believe it to be falſe. In a word, if our Senſes or Reaſon 
expreſly atteſt this DoCtrine is not true, we ought to. 
perſwade our ſelves, not only that it is not true, but that 
it. has never. been revealed of God. | 

This laſt duty draws its Original from two different 
ſprings : The firſt is the force of this great Maxim, which 
is the foundation of Divine Faith, to wit, That whatever 
God has ſaid is true. Hence properly comes the obligati- 
on which we have to believe whatever God has reveal- 
ed to us. In effect, why ſhould we not believe ir, ſeeing 
its equally impoſlible that God ſhou'd be- deceiv'd him- 
ſelf, judging things to be what they are not, as that he 
thou'd deceive others, by telling them they-be not, what 
he knows they are 2 

And this is the true foundation of Divine Faith, and 
the original of that right which our Reaſon has, not to 
believe what is evidently falſe. Divine Faith does thus 
Reaſon : Whatever God has reveal'd is true. God has re- 
veal d ſuch and ſuch a Doftrine : Then this or that Dottrine 
15 true, Reaſon ſays for her part : Whatever God has re- 
vealed is true. Such or ſuch a Dofrine is not true : There- 


fore *twas not revealed by God. 


Shou'd it happen,as you ſuppoſe, that God ſhou'd re- 


veal a Doctrine _ appeared plainly falſe to Reaſon, 
we 
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we ſhou'd find our ſelves in a dreadful difficulty , or ra- 
ther in the condition which Divines call a ſtate of yer. 
plexity, and which wou'd bring along with it, ſhou'd it 
ever happen, an abſolute impoſſibility of knowing what 
we-ought to do.. On one hand, we ſhould be bound to be- 
lieve this Do&trine, on the ſuppoſition God had reveal- 
ed it; and on the other, we ſhou'd perſwade our ſelves, 
that God would not have revealed ir, becauſe it appears 
evidently falſe, and conſequently is not to be believed. 
So that were 1t only to hinder this from hapning, we 
ſhou'd believe that God never reveals any thing which is 
apparently falſe to Reaſon, at leaſt to Reaſon retifi'd ; 
and which uſes all neceſſary precautions not to be de- 
ceiv'd, for 'tis of that alone whereof I ſpeak. 

Moreover, were it poſſible tor God . to” reveal a Do-' 
Qrine evidently falſe, evidence would be no longer the: 
infallible note of Truth ; ſeeing in this ſuppoſition the 
evidence wou'd accompany this act of our Reaſon,which 
wou'd judg this Doctrine to: be falſe, and which wou'd” 
' be falſe it felf, ſeeing this Dofrine being reveal'd of 
God,wou'd hereby be neceſlarily true. So-that we ought 
no longer to reckon on the evidence of things; and the: 
Sceptics wou'd have Reaſon to doubt of every thing, 

You ſee then, Sir, That this right of our Reaſon has 
molt ſolid foundations. And it is certain that it has been 
ever acknowledged ; and that all forts of Authors both - 
Ancient and Modern have always believed they might ' 
juſtly conclude a Doctrine was not revealed from God, : 
when they ſaw it contrary to the pureſt notices of Rea- 
ſon. And thus on one hand the Fathers have done, who 4: 
wrote againſt. the Pagans and Hereticks ; and on the - 
other, all Authors of your Communion, who have Trea» »- 
ted on the Controverſies, which ſeparates us. . 


For 
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For as to the Firſt, did not Juſtin Martyr, Tertulian, 
Minutius Felix, Theophilus of Antioch, Origen, Arnobiugs, 


 Latantius, St. Auguſtin, St." Cyril, and a great many 


others, oppoſe Paganiſm with the ablſurdities and extra: 


"vagancies of its myſteries? Did 'not the ſame Fathers 
writing againſt Hereticks, uſe this very argument ; af- 
-firming the Chimera's and extravagancies which theſe 


people believ'd, cou'd in nofſort come from God, being 
apparently falſe and contrary to all the lights of Reaſon ? 


Have not, in fine, all your Authors who: write againſt us, 
followed the ſame method, tho with different ſucceſs ? 
. See Bellarmin , Gregory de Yalentia, Richlieu, the Aus« 
* thor of Prejudices, and generally all your Controvertiſts. 


There's not one of them: but has pretended to ſhew our 


'Doqtine is not of God, becaule of the abſurdities there- 


in contained. pe” 
All theſe Authors argue on two Principles ; The one, 


That God has revealed nothing which is falſe; The other, 


That whatever is contrary to Reaſon , is thereby con- 


trary to Truth. Take away which of theſe Principles 
'you will, and all the Arguments of theſe Writers will be 


' meer Sophiſms. 


St. Auguſtin. proceeds farther : He fays- we ought to 


* forfake the Communion of the Orthodox Church, and 


paſs over into that of the Hereticks, and deſpiſe whatever 


you reſpect as the foundations of your Faith, cou'd it be 


made appear, the moſt dangerons Hereticks, ſuch as were 
then the Manzichees, taught the Truth * ; and this is what 
he teaches us in this famous paſſage, 'which your Doors 
have-ever in their mouths, and wherein he declares that 
ſeveral things retain him in the boſom of the Catholirk 


| Church, The conſent of all people, The authority groun- 


ded on Miracles, and confirm'd by Antiquity, Succeflion, 
and even the name of Catholick, 
You 


% 
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You affirm theſe are the props and foundations of the 
true Faith ; and I will not-now ſet on ſhewing you the 
contrary. We may do this another time if you think fit- 
ting. At preſent I am willing to ſuppoſe what you fay. 
I pray then conſider what Saint Augu/tin- adds : 4- 
mongſt you, ſays he, where 1 fee nothing like this,. we hear 
nothing on all hands but promiſes of Truth; and I confeſs, 
adds he, That could you ſhew it me ſo clearly, that T could © 
not doubt of it, I muſt prefer it before whatever withholds. 
me in the Catholick Church. You ſee here how St. A4ugn- 
ftin acknowledges , That the evidence which excludes -. 
doubtings, is to be preferred before the motives of Faith. 
He does nor ſay, that if the Manichees had this evidence - 
on their ſide, we ſhou'd deſpiſe-it, and offer againſt it the 
certainty of Faith, as you pretend. He ſays the contra- 
ry. He ſays we ſhou'd yield; and that which hinder'd 
him from doing it, was, That whatever the. Manichees 
faid, They had not this evidence which they vaunted 
of ; That they promiſed great matters, but- cou'd” not_. 
ſhew them. Be/armin does ſomething like this : * He *- per. ge oc; . 
reckons amongſt the Notes of the Church, the holineſs tis EccleC.1.4. ; 
of its Doctrine ; and makes this holineſs conſiſt in her ©P:- 7": 
teaching nothing which. is falſe, and impoſing nothing 
which 1s unjuſt ; and will have us judg of this by the 
lights.of Reaſon. He afterwards makes the application. 
of this to the Pagans, Fews, Mahometans, ancient Here- 
ticks, and laſtly to us. He ſhews as to the firſt, That: - 
they have taught things abſurd and abominable; and 
attempting afterwards to- ſhew this-on .our Subje&t, he 
thence concludes, none of theſe Societies is the true -.- 
Church. 

By this way of diſputing, he plainly . ſfubje&s your 
Church to this examination, and tacitly implies ſhe may . 


be. rejected, provided ſhe can be convinced of all —_ | 
B.. 
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he accuſes the others. For beſides, that he cannot take it 
ill, That the Infidels and Hereticks ſhould treat him in 
the ſame manner as he uſes them ; beſides this, his grea- 
teſt pretenſion is, That the Church muſt be known by 
his marks : ſeeing; then one of his marks is, That ſhe tea- 
ches nothing which is falſe, he hereby conſents to the 
rejection of your. Church, if it can be ſhew'd from Rea- 
1on, That ſhe teaches things falſe and abſurd. 

It cannot be deny'd but Belarmine has had ſome Rea- 
ſon to deal thus : For 'twou'd certainly be a great ſcandal 
to the Faithful, and much more to Infidels, cou'd it be 
clearly and plainly ſhew'd, That Chriſtian Religion tea- 
ches things directly contrary to Reaſon. In effect, ſeeing 
we embrace this Religion-only on the account of the 
proofs. which authorize it, and of whoſe goodneſs we 
cannot judg but by Reaſon, {hou'd this Reaſon meet with 
things.evidently falſe in this Religion, the wou'd hereby 


* carry us off as far from it, as ſhe cou'd bring us near it, 


by making us comprehend theſe proofs. Moreover, ma. 
king two contrary judgments on the ſubject of Religion, 
the one, That it is true, becauſe the proots which autho- 
rize it are good;the other that it is falſe, becauſe it teaches 
things abſurd, ſhe muſt of neceſſity be deceived in the 
one or the other, and ſo neither is certain. 

The Author of the Art of Thinking was not of this 
mind, ſays Mr. N. 1r's certain, ſays he *, That Divine 
Faith ſhould have more force on our minds, than our own 
Reaſon; and this from Reaſon it ſelf; which ſhews us we 
ſhould always prefer what is more certain, to what is leſs : 

It being more certain that what God ſays is true, than 
what our Reaſon perſwades us, becauſe "tis more impoſſible 

God ſhou'd deceive us, than our Reaſon. | 
All this, faid I, appears to me falſe and ul digeſted, 
and 'tis caſie to obſerve herein fuch a ſlight of _ as 
1eWS 
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ſhews little love to truth. To ſee this more diſtinQly, be 
pleas'd to conſider , That the certainty. of every.a& of 
Faith depends on the perſwaſion which we have of two 
Fruths, which are in ſome ſort their props and foundati- 
| ons : The fr/#, That whatever God —_ is true: The 
1 ſecond, That God has atteſted the Doctrine which we 
believe. You ſee, that if we doubt of either of theſe two 
Truths, it's impoſſible our Faith can be firm : To: what 
purpoſe is it to know that God does not lye, .if we doubt 
God has not'faid a thing ? And granting he has ſaid ſome- 
thing, if we doubt he has ſaid in particular what's pro- 
poſed tous to believe. And further, what ſignifies it for 
us to know, That God has'reveal'd what's offer'd us, if we 
doubt whether all which God ſays, be true 2? Re” 
It's then equally neceſſary to know theſe two Truths, 
but they be not always equally evident. The fr/t is ever 
incomparably more than the ſecond. It's always highly 
' evident, That whatever God fays, is true, and therefore 
no body differs about it, no not the Athieſts. . For tho 
the Atheiſts hold there's no God, yet they acknowledg 
if there were one , . he would never ſpeak any thing but 
what is true. But it's commonly far leſs evident, That God 
has reveal'd what he has in effe& reveal'd:Whence it hap- 
ns men are ſo divided about the things which are pre- -. 
tended to be revealed from God. Yet this Author fays 5 
nothing of this ſecond perſwaſion : He ſpeaks only of the | 7 | 
firſt. He conceals the weak ſide,and ſhews only the ſtron- 
geſt. /f's certainer, ſays he, that what God ſays, us true, 
than what our Reaſon perſwades us. Be it ſo. But is it cer- 
tainer. that God has revealed ſuch and ſuch a Doctrine, 
than 'tis certain one and two are three,and that if I think, 
-T am Fhis he will not fay. Yet if he does not fay it, 
' he muſt acknowledg he has ill reaſoned. . For if what Rea- 


an ſays be more certain, my it's certain God has re 
: J 


veald 
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' veal'd the Dodtrine of which one is perſwaded, he ſhall 


have far lefs certainty of the Truth of this Do@tine, 


_ than of what Reaſon ſees diſtinAly. 


But let us ſtop a while at what this Author has choſen, 
and which he has made his ſtrong hold. Z's certainer, 
fays he, That what God ſays is true, than what our Reaſon 
perſwades us. He makes Reaſon to fay this, and confe- . 

wently his ſenſe is, that this aRQ-of Reaſon which per» 
ades us, That what God ſays, is true, is more certain, 
than what our Reaſon perſwades us. But-what does he 
mean ? Does he mean that this at is more certain t 
any a& of Reafon whatever ? If this be ſo, he contra« 
dis himfelf. For this very a& being an act of Reaſon, . 
if it has more certainty than any act of Reaſon, 'twill be - 
more certain than it ſet: 

Does he mean that this a& is the certaineſt. of all; and - 
that there's no other which equals the certainty of this? 
If this. be his ſenſe, *tis eafie to ſhew him his miſtake : -. 
Firſt, is this a& more certain than that which perſwades 
us of the exiſtence of God ? Let him fay-which he will, 
he cannot eſcape me. For to what purpoſe is it to know, 
That 7ruth is eſſential to God, ſuppoſing he exiſts, if it - 
be leſs certain that he does exiſt} If on. the contrary, 
theſe two acts be equally certain, and if the aQtual je? 
ence be as clearly comprehended in the Idea we have of 
God, az the unqueſtionable truth of what he atteſts ; 
the » Seation we have of this ſecond Truth, is not the. 
certaineft of all thoſe perceived by Reaſon, ſeeing- the 
perfwaſion of Gods exiſtence is no lefs certain. 

Is it more certain, That whatever God ſays is true, - 
than it's certain, That nothing of what appears to us is 
falſe > This no man will fay, ſeeing we judg, neither 
that God exiſts, nor that whatever he ſays is true, nor 
that we can affirm of each thing, whatever is contain'd - 

ne - 


" concerning I ranſubſftanitiation. 

"the diſtinct Idea we have of it,but becauſe all this appeats 
evident. So'that here we have a third perſwaſion,which 
1s no leſs certain than that which we were to think to be 

the moſt infallible. , 
But fays this Author, God is more uxcapable of decei- 

- wing us, than our Reaſon is of being deceived. | grant it. 

But how do we know this,but by our Reaſon? and con- 


ſequently we have only a certitude of. Reaſon, and we - 


 are-not more certain of it, than that we are certain, 
\ "That our Reaſon does not deceive us , whether in this, 
or other things, which be as evident as this. 
This little ſubtilty might paſs, did we not fear being 
miſtaken in matters of Faith, without 'acculing even 


God himſelf of deceiving us. But a man muſt be a fool 


that has ſuch an irrational thought': When we do doubt 
of matters of Faith, this donbt does never tend to per- 
fwade us, God has deceiv'd-us in revealing to us what 
4s hard to be believ'd, but rather perſwades us we are mi- 
ſtaken, in taking that for a Divine Reveldtion, which is 
only a Doctrine of men. Sothoſe who'doubt, do never 
compare the certitude of their Reaſon with'the certainty 

'of Gods Teftimony. Neither have they ever the leaſt 
temptation to imagin the firſt greater 'than the ſecond, 
But they always compare this act of their Reaſon, which 
has perſwaded them God has revealed to 'em what ap- 
pears to them incredible,with this other at of their Reg- 
ſon, which makes them find incredible what they be- 
liey'd God had revealed to them. And therefore we may 
ceaſe to believe without imagining God has deceiv'd us, 
or that our Reaſon is more incapable of being deceiv'd, 
than God of deceiving us. And confequently trom Gods 
being more incapable of deceiving us, than our Reaſon 
of being deceiv'd, does. in no wiſe follow, That Faith 
has greater certainty than Reaſon. 


Pz Let 
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| Let this Author then-pardon me if F ſay, *Twou'd be 

. a grievous ſcandal to Tnfidels, were it fo, That Chriſtian 
Religion: taught m—_ diretly contrary to Reaſon, and 

which ſhou'd appear ſuch, not at firſt fight, but on ma- 

ture deliberation; after all poſſible care to prevent being 
deceived, and: after long- and ſerious reflexions, which 

will not at all} permit doubtings of the matter's being 

what 4t appears... been 

Bur it is alſo true, Chriftian Religion has not a- Do- 

rine, whieh is in this ſort contrary to the lights of Rea- 

ſon ; and this cannot be denied without contradicting 

all your School-Divines. For frft, it it be true, Chriſtia- 

nity teaches things contrary to'Reaſon, what will become 
| of what Cardinal Rzcb/ieu, and the Author of the Art of 
(a) Richl. me- T,,þ;vg, ſay? The firſt affirms (a), That natural light 


= i a deceives no body ; and the other ſays (5), That things ex- 


(6) Art of a ly conſider d : what we ſee evidently, and from Reaſon, 


op Pd or from the faithful report of our Senſes, is never contrary 


(c) Vaſqin 1. to what is taught us by Divine Faith. 
Uſp. 124.cop - What will become of what all your Divines ſay (ec), 
iſ. That the Myſtery of the Trinity is far above Reaſon, but 


Tom. 3. diſp. 

I —_ 7 not contrary to it? Wou'd it not be contrary to Reaſon, 
mo. 4... if being true, it ſhou'd appear to it evidently falſe z _ 
 Ecclef. cap. | What will you think of what theſe ſame Divines teach 
11. Mzrar. de after your mm Doctor (4), That *'tis impoſlible to 


— 24 +10. make Demonſtrations againſt the Truths of Salvation. As 


(d) Tho. Agu. Faith, ſays he; is grounded on infallible Truth, and it be- 
part 1.quzlt. 799 impoſſible to ſhew that which: is. contrary to Truth ; ſo it 
I.art.8, . we : : 
is clear that ithe proofs made uſe of againſt Faith, are not 
; Demonftrations, but Objedtions which are ſolvible. - 
(e) Cajer in! What will become of what paſſes for unqueſtionable 


s Tang in your Schools (e)? That one may Demonſtratively 


diſp. 21 cap-2 '.. He ; l 
& 3. Valent. ubi ſeq Conint. de act. ſup. diſp. ii, dub, ii. Rhod, Tom. 1 diſp. 6 qua. 1. 


Sect. 3. Mart, de fid. diſp. 5 Sec. 4. 
'E. prove, 


concerning Tranſubſtantiation: 
prove, not in truth, That the Myſtery of the Trinity, 


and all the others are true, nor yet whatever is oppoſed 


againſt them Is falſe, but that all the Objeions broaght 
againſt them include ſome Propoſition which is not evi- 


dent, and which conſequently may be deni'd. Is'not this. 


to fay our Reaſon- cannot prove demonſtratively the fal- 
ſity of our Myſteries ? Does not this abſolutely over- 
throw your Objection 2 | 

- You will have the: Arians and S:cintans ObjeRtions 
ts paſs for a convincing Demonſtration. Yet your Di- 
vines affirm it's impoſlible to make Demonſtrations a- 
gainſt the Truths of Faith. You fay 'tis impoſſible to 
anſwer any thing to this. But your Divines affirm to, 
you, That this Objection, and the reſt like it, do ne- 
ceſfarily. include ſomething which may be deni'd, and 
is not evident. They paſs turther, 

They fay one may demonſtrate this very thing ; 

Which is to fay,one nay demonſtrate, That it is not poſ- 
ſible to offer Demonſtrations againſt us. 


Which is what we may eaſily juſtifie by another conſi- 
deration. Which 1, to.the end an Argument may paſs . 


for Demonſtrative, every term about it muſt be per- 
fetly underſtood, whereby there may ariſe a clear and 
diſtin& Idea in the mind of what it exprefleth. And 


therefore Geometricians uſe ſuch clear terms in their De- - 


monſtration?, that it is impoſſible but they muſt be un- 
derſtood ; or if any one offers it ſelf: clouded with the 
leaſt obſcurity, they immediately carefully explain it. 
And therefore they make no Demonſtration but what is 
preceded by a great number of Definitions which explain 
the terms. But how can thus be in a Myſtery fo little 
known as that of the Trinity ? 

For. who can. pretend to have diſtin Idea's, either of 
the Divine Eſſence, and its Unity, or of the Perſons 
which poſſeſs it, and of their diſtin@ion ? When 
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"* Aug.de 'Fhen we are askt, fays St. Auguſtin *, what the three 
= i.5- -are, the mind of man finds it ſelr extream ſhallow , and 
| cannot expreſs it ſelf. Tet it is ſaid there are Three Per- 


ſons, not as if-we cowd define*em, but we rather ſay ſo, that 
«© [dem. lib. 7, We may wot fay nothing. And in another place *, Whey 
GP. 4: tis chef x f us what the Three are, we ſet our ſelves on 
ſeeking ſome general or particular term, becauſe the excel- 
lency of Divine things is beyond the ftrength of our expreſ- 
frons. For. there's more truth in what we think, than in what 
we ſay of God, 'and more in reality than in thought. 1 ſay 
the ſame thing of other terms uſed ' on this great Sub- 
-ject. They raiſe in our minds only confuſed and muddy 
Ideas. How then will theſe afford vs Demonſtrations ? 
' What do you anſwer then dire&tly to my ObjeHion? 
fays Mr. N. What do you =_ ſelt anſwer ? reply'd I. 
'For in fine, confidering what I have faid, you ſee owr 
intereſt is the fame. In effe& it muſt be faid we have no 
- rational Argument to offer againſt the 4r?ans or Socini- 
.ans. This laſtrefage ſeems to me intollerable, and I ſhou'd 
as ſoon fay they have the Reaſon on their ſide, and we 
are 'd with abſurd prejudices. 

We muſt then fay theſe peoples ObjeAtions may be 
'folidly anſwer'd ; and do*you think, Sir, none of your 
Divines, not to ſpeak now of ours, have not done it 2 
Were this the caſe, this truth muſt -have'been very un- 

-fortunate to have met with no Defender, for ſo many 
apes, able to repel the attacks of its adverſaries > More- 
-over, I do not fee how you can extol ſo much as 'you 
commonly do, the learning, wiſdom,yea and Infallibility 
-of your Church , ſeeing it feems The has nothing but 
blind Anſwers, arid vam Tergiverfations to refute theſe 
Erroneous perſons Objections. | 

For my part, I am of a _ different opinion, and'be- 
lieve your Schoolmen have folidly-anfiyer'd this ObjeQi- 

. \Oo 


— Trenfafentiotion. 

on, Firſt, you know, That ſeveral o 

Philoſophical Maxim; which implies, That two Subjects 
cannot be rm gn ne wan one another, when they arc 
not ſo by a third. 


they all differ not fronzextenſion. 


Whereunto wemay add that of the Moduſſes;which are 


not diſtin from the things they wodify, altho diſtin- 
guiſh'd from one another. As for inſtance, when I ſhut 
my hand, I give-it a quite different manner of being, 
from that it | -h when open, and ſtretched-out. Of ne- 


ceſſity- theſe two manners of being, muſt be different 


from one another, ſeeing it's not only eaſe to ſeparate 


them, and to make 'em ſubliſt one without another, but 


it's impoſſible to make 'em ſubſiſt together, being oppo» 


ſite and inconſiſtent. Vet 'tis commonly held, That the - 
Meozaſſes be not really diſtinguiſhable from the things 


 modifie. - 


I fay the ſame thing of the ations of the Soul; there- 
are ſome of 'em inconſiſtent. For example, to judg a 


propoſition is true, and to judg that it's falſe : To will 


and not to will the ſame Object : To love and hate the. 
fame perſon» The fame ſoul does this at ſeveral times... 


And conſequently does very different acts: -Yet theſe 


ads,tho difterent from one another, do not really differ-- 
from the ſubſtance of the ſoul, but are only mere mo-- 


difications. of it. 


One may then deny your Maxim, or reſtrain it, and: 
bring exceptions againſt it. You know your Divines. 


have made ſeveral, and ſhew'd, That either of 'em ſe- 


cures the Myſtery before us. I ſuppoſe you do not expect 
I ſhou'd recite them, ſeeing you may find 'em in Father 
Vincent's Logick, in George Rhodes Theology,and in ſeve- 


ral other of your Authors. Were 


'em have deni'd this - 


You know. there are ſeveral conſidera- 
ble inſtances offer'd, as is that of length, largeneſs and-- 
depth, which are very different from-one another, altho - 


Mg. 
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"Were there not any thing in all this which fatisfy'd' 
me, I ſhon'd not be-much -perplex'd about it: I ſhowd 
content my ſelf with what Tnow told you, That all the 
Objefions which' can be- made againſt the Myſtery of 


the Trinity, conſi{t of ſeveral improper ard obſcure 


terms, and ſuch as are incapable of cauſing diſtin Idea's 
. of what is pretended tobe figniffd - by *em. To ſhew 


then, That this DoEarine does not include” Contradicti- 
ons, as you wou'd inſinuate- by the ObjeQion I examin ; 
conſider the'main or bottom of this great Myſtery, what ' 
makes for, and againſt it ;' we ſhou'd conceive in a juſt 
ind precife manner what's therein inconſiſtent, and ſee 
clearly theſe inconſiſtencies and oppoſitions. But we be- 
ing far from fuch a knowledg of this great Truth,it's then 


_ - Elear,no onecan ſhew it includesany thing contradiQory. 


-But it's not the fame with 7ranſub/tantiation. What you 
ſay of that, includes a great number of palpable and ma- 


_ nifeſt Contraditions, and ſhocks direRly all the notices 


of Senſe and Reaſon. So that you cannot make too much 
haſt to retrench it from the body of Chriſtian Religion, 


| and remove it out of a place which it ſo ill ſupplies. - 


A body wou'd think, anſwer'd he,: to. hear you ſpeak, 
That we might form Chriſtian Religion to our minds, 
and as ſoon as a DoAtrine is not to our tancy,we may put it 
our of our Creed. This without doubt wou'd be very a- 
greeable. But, Sir, in excluding 7Tranſub/tantiation from 
the number of the Articles of Faith,will you thereby blot 
it out of Holy Writ,wherein the Divine Spirit has inſerted 
it in ſuch clear and full terms?Y ou know Heaven & Earth 
ſhall ſooner paſsaway than the leaſt iota of this holy Word. 

Never fear,repli'd I,my blotting it out.It never was there. 
And this I wou'd now make apparent to you,did I not fear 
we have walkt and talk'd fo long, that both your legs and 
ears are tired, 
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